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' STATUS AND TREN'DS

Farm products -

agriculture comprlses lk% of state's gross product
food processing businessin Maryland =$2 billicd ™ ~
farm products sold in 1972 . $41L.7 million

annual increase per year - 2% or- approx1mately $8 mllllon »
farm products to be sold in 1976 - $472 million

farm products to be sold in 1986 - $552 million

Farms and farmland -

. number of farms in 1969 - 17,180
number of commerical farms in 1969 - 11,590
expected number of farms in 1986 - 10, 500 - average 229 acres
land in farms in 1964 - 3,18 million or.approximately 50%
land in farms in 1969 - 2.93 million or approximately kb, 3%
land in farms in 1986 - 2.4 million or approximately 38%
will lose approximately 35, 000 acres each year
could have more land in urbanization.by year 2000 than cropland
prime agricultural land (Class I, II III) - 3.48 million acres

prime agricultural land lost to: urban - 200,000 acres ' ' -
Piedmont region - 30.3% state iand area, prime land, 968,277 acres

Bastern Shore - 34.3% " oL " 1,571,508

Western Maryland- 15.7% " W o " 337,760 ' : .
Southern M3, - 19.7% ." oo o 550,662 . -

Capital - Management

average investment, real estate per farm, 1969 - $104,370
average investment, machinery and equipment per farm, 1969 - $9, 775
average investment, livestock per farm, 1969 - $6,348 :
total expected 1nvestment 1986 - $4.6 billion
average investment per farm, 1986 - $438, OOO
. total number family farms, 1969 - 87%
total number farm corporations - 11.5%
(including -family corps)

Labor

average number of workers - 32,000
‘average number of family farm members, 24,000 ' ' .




CONCLUSIONS

More demand for food from both domestic and foreizn markets will mzintzin
hizher farm prices. This will result in a continued, viable agricultural
economy in Maryland. '

While production coste will be higher in the fubure,.it is expected that
return on investment, excluding land, will remain above. 15%.

Competition for land, labor and capital will be greater from non-agriculfural
industries. The state can expect to lose 35,000 acres per year of prime
agricultural land., Not only does this mean less farms, but loss of one of
the state's only renewable natural resources - land., Once paved over, it

is lost forever. ' '

Such haphazard, scattered and incompatible development of agriculture znd
forest land can waste a large percentage of our soil and water resources.
While there are laws to protect certain critical areas in our state, there
are none which protect our prime agricultural lands.

NEED

A land use policy to protect and preserve the prime agricultural land resources
of the state for this and future generations to provide adequate food supplies,
taxable open space, recreation, protect watersheds, and a way of life.




III. The Current .Situation. and Trendé'in Agricultural Land Use in Maryland.

A, Maryland Agricultute and ‘it's contributions to the economy of Maryland:

.Our state's economy is a sophisticated mechanism reflecting the individ-
o B T S AR 0 % T Sl T e B ‘
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ual and;agnggaﬁé{qdntribhﬁionsﬁofIagriéﬁiture;‘manufacturing, construc-—

tion, services, trade, finance, tramsportation, and government. The
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omic -mechanism is measured as our Gross

total,cbﬁtfiﬁﬁ;iq of “this-ec
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" population (see “Table 1). 'This report will reflect only the contribu~
Marylans's Agritultural Complex, as outlined in "Aers ' 1/
tion of the on-farm production phase, Tt is §g¥iﬁgggéxgﬁﬁﬁxhg;%%dIture’s
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1. Farm Production - The output of farm prod&cégcéofglfrgﬁﬁﬁéf§fiﬁd”“
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percent in 1976 and 1.Ra8Sercent in 1084, -

in constant prices,/increased at a rate of about 2.4 percent annual-

Farm Prodicticn - The cutput of farm product X |
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ly, almost double the percent increase for the UrdtHPTsditesland
farms in 1972 amounted to more than 400 milid '
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a, Number of farms - In 1969 there werer57ff§51f§%ﬁéufi ey fadd ¢

2). Sin¢e 1950, the output of farm pro o o

. Xar roducts \ rla oA o
about 11,590 afarhich were claséaéiel‘ﬁ%;55%%%}éf£f>f£%ﬁ§9§ﬁﬁth

in comstat prices,/increased at a rare of about 7

L kg o i < 3 (o w! & - oy
an output per farm of more than $2,§60, Mot ‘nEEE SR ttREPatms

ly, almo:t double the percent increase fo i

£ perc ase for the Unit .

sold more than $5,000 worth of products pernfé%%(ggétféble 3).
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CASH RECEIPTS FROM FARMING, MARYLAND ‘= 1965-1972 % I )
(’l‘housé}l& .Didliiérs) '

i

"~

L]

o

coriopITY |

1969 1970 . 1971

Al1 Crops 12006 0127.3  129.8

v

Livestock and Products ,‘ - 212.8 ' 266.9 266.2}' 2‘6(6."7‘

- v — -

TOTAL RECETPTS &/ . 329.3 - 387.5  393.5  396.5 . 414.6
1/ Excluding Go'\_rernn:‘lent Payments. :




. UTABLE 3

-DISTRIBUTION OT FARMS ACCORDING TO VALUE OF SALES PER FARYM, MARYLAND, 1969

Value of sales per - o Cumulai:ivé percent
‘ - form L . ' _ . of farms
Less than $250 - R Y-
Less than $$00 | D - 12.___.va1"
Less thaa $1,000 e 1923
Legs than §1,500 . | - 25.02
Less than -2,0'0_.0 | | | . 30.04
Less than 2,500 ' : o 33.99
Less than 5,000 : : R _‘33;.5*3
Less than 10,000 69
Less then 20,000 B . 73.25
Less than 40,000 - 86,58 .
Less than 100,000 o 96,85




b. Resources used in farm production.

(1

Land in 1969. Farms comprised about 44.3 percent of the

’

total land area of the state in 1969. Crops were harvest-

ed on about one out of every 5 acres of land in the state.

(2)

(3)

per acre averaged $610.

Farm size in 1969 avsraged ;63.1 acres with harvested crop-
laﬁd averaging 75.7 acres per farm.

About half of all Waryland farms were less than 100 acres
in land per farm vhich included about 12 percent of the

total land in farms(See Table 4).

" Based on the Maryland 1969 Census of Agricuiture,vths aver— -

‘age value of land and buildings per farm was $th,3TO; value

\

The county with the lowest per acre value is Garrett; the

" highest is Prince Georges.

Labor - The number of arm workers in-Maryland,varies fsom
about 20,000 in January to‘more tha'40,00Q in July and Au-
gust and éverages about 32,000. About three quérters-of
the total number of workers are members of farm famllles,
the rést are hired workers. From 1964 to 1969, farm labor,
contract labor, macﬁiné hire? and customwork;in;reased by
21,6 percent. Workers on farms mah_about one-eighth of a
million acres of crops and the imporfsnt livestock enter-
prices across the state.

Capital -~ The average capital investment.pér farm in Maryé

land during 1969 was éstimated to include $104,370 in real




TABLE 4

DISTRIBUTION OF LAND TN TARMS ACCORDING TO ACREAGE PER FARM, MARYLAND, 1969

No. of ' C Cumul#éiva Percent
Acxeage per favm farms Acres Farms Land
Less thad” 10 acres 1,572 5,463 9.1 .23
Less than 50 acres 5,305 108,522 | 39,88 3,87
less than 70 acres | 6,721 191,140 - 39.12- 0 6,82
Less than 100 acres 2,570 345,199 - | 45,388 12,31
Less than 140 deres | 10,684 593,'131‘2" 62,19 21.16 :
Less tﬁau‘lge'acres - v12,236 _833,456 71,22 _- 29.91
Less'_tham 220 acres 13,416 i,072,755 73,09 38.27
toss thag 260 acres . 14,213 . 1,262,585 §2.73 45,08
Less than 500 acres 16,239 7,958,158 94,52 - »' 69.85
Les$ thaw 1,000 acres 16,953 2,462,213 98,73 87.12
Less than 2,000 acres 17,140 2,663,612 - . 99,76 95.23
Total 17,181 . 2,803,642 . 100,00 100.60




(4)

estate; $9,775 in machinery and equipment and $6,348 in
livestock, for a total of $120,493, excluding inventories

of feeds and miscellaneous éghgéiies. Investment per farm

~on the 11,590 commercial farms included $131,378 in real

estate; $12,914 in machinery and equipment and $8,717 in
poultry and livestock for a total of $153,009 per farm, ex-—

clgding investories of feed and supplies. By 1986 total

" investment is eStiﬁéted_to reach 4.6 billion dollérs; about

'84.percent of thé entire primary bfoduction‘phaée. Invest—
ment per farm will reach_$438,00Q,'with inve;tmeﬁt:pér work-
er éiﬁanding to $287,000 including land.

Management - About 87 percent of the commercial farms inJ1969
were déerated as individual 6r family.organizatiqnsgill.S"pef*“
cent were opéraﬁed aé éofporaﬁions including family-owned
corporations.

of all'firm'operators, 52 percent were full.owners; 19 per-
cent were part owners énd 29 percent were tenants including
managers.

The farm industry‘will,no doubt, become more complex as scienti-
fic and technoldgical changes take place., With more complex~
iﬁy in the production process, the difficulties in decision
makiﬁg will increase with respect ﬁo the combination of land,
equipﬁenﬁ, fertilizer, livestock, and manpower. A new dis--

ciple of econometrics for agriculture has developed to permit

the determination of low-cost, high-output combinations. Farm : : -

management has consequently come to require greater skill and

competence.

10




c. Outpdt.of Products — Estimated cash receipts from farm ﬁarket—

ingé in Maryland were 414.7 million dollars in 1972. and 396.5

million dollars in 1971 at current prices.

(1) Crops - Cash receipts from the sale of crops from Maryland
farms were 130.6 million dollars or 31.5 percent of the total
cash receipts in 1972 and 129.8 million dollars or 32.7 per-
cent in 1971. (See Table 2).

(2) Liveétocki; Sales of 1livestock and livesthk broducts amount—
ed to 284.0 ﬁillion dollars or 68.5 percent of the total in
1972 and 266.7 million dollars or 67.3 percent of the toal
in 1972. (See Table 2).

(3) Future Outlook -~ Significant growth in the absolute level of
cash receipts is expécted by 1976 and 1986. (See Figure 1
and Table 5). Cash reéeipts are expected to increase to over
421 million dollars in 1976 and almost 500 million dollars in
1986.‘ Greatest growth will occur in dairy and‘poultry products,
primarily broilers. Significan£ increases are expected in food,
feed, and oil crops; greenhouse and nursery enterprises; forests
and turf gréss. Less impressive gains aré estimated for meat,
animal and vegetables, fruits, with tobacco shéwing a relative
decline. .

(4) Location and Ranéai Animal prbducts will ééntinue to provide

" over 60 percent of Maryland's cash farm receipts at least until
1986. The bulk of milk production, 70 percent in 1972, will
continue to be produéed in the Piedmont area with only'about
20 percent Eeing produced East of the Bay. Broilers and.dairy
products are tied for the number one and two positions in cash
receipts, and are produced almost entirely East of tﬁe Bay.

(o)

g/ As indicated in Maryland Agricultural Statistics, Annual Summary for 1972.

11



Ranked third\rs field:cropsf(corn,.eoybeans, potatoes, sweet
potatoes, mushrooms;:nay;twheat and‘barley),“which represents
~72 percent. of all crops..and.16.1 percent of total- receipts.
Corn, firstcin.field cropsg‘was“produced almost entirely in
the Piedmont area;and the Eastern Shore (representing 51 and
40 percent,. reSpectlvely).( Soybeans, ranklng second had 70
percent of its productlon on the Eastern Shore. Wheat lags
a distant third with 68 percent of the . production being in
the Bledmont area and 24 percent on the Eastern Shore.
Cattle and calves, ranking fourth’end representlng;S;é-per;
- cent of cash receipts, are‘prodnced mostly in the Piedmont
area. | G
.It appears that. the Western Counties of the State will be

. the major llvestock producers with counties east of .the Bay

being big producers of poultry and field_cr0ps. (For detailed

information.ongail commodities see'Appendices.A.through I

' . ’ . . . .
Farm Income — Gross farm income, including cash receipts, govern-—

‘ment payments, value of homefconsumption,_and rental value of farm

dwellings (the .usual accountlng items), totaled 411dmillion dollerS'

in 1968. It is expected to increase to an estimated 472 million

dollars by 1976, and 552 million dollars-by 1986. However, the

incréase in costs of production will continue, and total net in-

" come will remain a decreasing proportion of the gross (see Tigure 2).

Gross income per' farm:is estimated to increase to almost 53,000 dol-
lars in-1986. WNet farm increase will increase from 7,000 dollars
in 1972 to almost 13,000 dollars in 1986. Return on investment,

excluding land; will remain above 15 percent.

12
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e. Costs of production - Production cost items purchased; such ag
feed, fertilizer, hired labor, etc., property taxes and.inter-
est paid on mortgages; and an estimated allowsnce for depreciz-
tion on machinery, equipment and buildings, averaged 120.0 thou-
sand dollars, $10.0 thousand dollars and 17.9 thousand dollars
per farm in 1972, 1971 and 1970, réspectively.

Cost of production reached almost 292 million dollars in 1963
(Tables 5 and 6). These costs are expected to increase to 352
million dollars in 1976 and 417 million dollars in 1986.

Large increases are expected in feed, interest, and deprecis-
tion in the years ahead. More purchased inputs will be fed into
the on-farm operations.

f. U. S. Agriculture Outlook 3/ - "Production"” has replaced
"Reduction” ag the key Wbrd in agricultural planning todzy and
this drastic turn around Brings about a lot of éuestions about
possibilities of another period of glut, long range levels of
profitability for farm products, feed availability and others.
Trends in livestock and crop production and world demand is being
used as a base to predict price patterns and from them, project
average annual prices.

Agriculture is ﬁinding up a boom year. Income estimates seem
to rise every month, as commodity prices cling to stratospheric
levels. Looking to 1974, it appears farm income will be out-
standing, by historical standards, but below the super levels
of this season (1973).

Cash receipts from livestock and livestock products will be higher

i/ Doane's Agricultural Report, August 31, 1973, Vol. 36, No. 35-1 "Special
Report - 5 Year Ahead Outlook'.

15



in 1974, but not by r

It is llkely that only 5 to 6 mllllon acres of freed-up land

Wlll be planted for varlous reasons. Some of 1t 1s marginal

TS BN ST 4

dland unsultable for crop productlon --=some 1s t1ed up in small
acreages that won't readlly be released to crops --- some will

be converted to pasture and forage.

In 1973 MO million acres were released from set-as1de, and about

PR METIE D2 RN

25 mllllon went 1nto crops. Of thls hO mllllon another 5 to 6

mllllon could possably go 1nto crops 1n l97h Thls would total

g |>~‘-
a potentlal 10- 12 mllllon acres to be planted this coming season
dve to relaxatlon,of government programs. ThlS Wlll result in

; e : . .-*A‘]s .

increased erosion and sedlmentatlon from agrlcultural land unless

-related conservatlon plans and measures are rev1sed and implemented.

i
SN NN

RERI

Desplte more acres planted cash erop recelpts w1ll be down
slightly thls commng season, as prices fall to malntaln the
steam exhlblted thls past year. ,

Realized net income in l97h w1ll probably be in the nelghborhood.
of 21 billion, or a drop of about 15% from What is expected this
year. Production e&penses will be up agaln, though estlmate

R :
is only around 1 percent or less. Labor, fertlllzer, taxes,

16




machinery and equipment will cost more, but cost of feed and
replacemenf livestock should be down.
A big differencé, compared with 1973 will be the drop in
government payments. In 1972, $4 billion came to farmers from
the government - in 1973 the figure will be around $2.9 billion.
For 197k, it is expected that direct payments from Uncle Sam
will amount to less than $500 million.
The world's demand for livestock feeds is increasing rapidly.
So look for fairly high U.S. exports to continue. Grain prices
will move down sharply from their record highs, then regain
some of the loss as world demand for meat strengthens and
various importing countries work toward rebuilding their feed
grain stocks.
Production on a whole for chief crops and livestock will
continue to increase to at least 1978. However, production
costs will also increase and at a proportion that will decrease
realized net income.
Demand for Farm Products.
The demand for food by consumers changes according to population, in- -
come per capita and changes influencing exports to other countries.
Demand for food productions, on a pound basis, varies according to
total population and demand for exports. As per capita incomes
increase, total pounds of food products per person changes little.
However, the kipds of qualities of food consumed do vary with per
capita incomes. 1In general, foods consumed -by higher income peopie
required more resources (land, labor and capital) per pound of |

output than lower income people. Thus, there will be increased



Table 2. The primary production phase of Maryland's Agricultural Comple
estimates of cash receipts to producers--1968, 1978 and 1988

SX,

oGO,

As Reported or

TO AL, Prlmary Productlon

Estimates for
Primary Production Phases Estimated for 19681 19762 19352
o e Millions ‘of Dollarg——mm—mememw—-
On Farm ‘ '

Animal Products 236.6 © 257.0 301.2
Meat Animals 36.7 42.0 50, 1 |
Dairy Products 91.6 - 96.0 110.-1
Poultry and Eggs 105.6 116.0 137.0
Cther 2.7 3.0 4.0

" Crops, Forest and Nurée;’iy 111 , iss. 1 ' 1773. 3
Food, #Feed, Qil - - 42,5, - . 66.0 83.5
Vegetables and Frults ' 32.0 32.0 34.0
Tobacco 20.0 7 20.0 1 20.0
Greenhouse/nursery 1109 - 20.0 26.0
Forest products 1.8 4.5 - 8.0
Other - 2.9 3.6 3.8

‘Cther 12. 4. 18.3 23.17

Turf grass 3.9 7.8 S 11L7
Horses and Mules 8.5 ©10.5 12.0
Total 360, 1 421, 4 498, 2
Commercial ForestsS 15.0 17.0 20.0
Seafood Landings? 16. 0 25.0 31.2
391, 1 483. 4 549. 4

1Source:

forests and seafood below."

II and IIL

On farm data from Farm Income, State Estimatesv, IS, Supplement,
ERS, USDA, August 19889, reorganized based on sub-committee II reports.
for turf grass, horses and mules from sub-committee II,

Data

See commercial

2Estimates by Sectlon IV sub-committee based on reports of sub ~committees

3Maryland Department of Forests and Parks, Marvland Primary Wood

Industry - 1965,

James O, Burnett, The Role of the Timber Producer in the

Mearket Structure for Forest Products in Maryland, M. S. Thesis, Department

of Agricultural

of Maryland Misc. Publicat

HBconomics, 1987.
4Based on Report of sub-committee on commercial fishing
ion 878, November, 1968 - The Commercial

and University

Fishing and Seafood Processing Industry of the Chesapeake Bay Area.




Table 6. Comparative income statement estimates for the on-farm produc-
tion sector of Maryland's Agricultural Complex, 1968, with
projections to 1976 and 1986. '

Items . . .. 1988 1976 - 1986

Cash Receipts from Farm 1\/Ia.rketing1 - 360.

0.1 421.74 498..1
Government Payments _ 6.8 5.0 5.0
Value Home Consumption - E 5.0 4.0 - 3.0
Rental Value Farm Dwellings . - 39.0 41,1 - .46, 1
Gross Farm Income 410.9 4715 552.2
Production Costs -291.7  -351.6 . . -416. 9
Total Net Farm Income o 119.2 119.9 o " 1385.8
—— = ' : > s
Number of Farms 19,500 . 13,200 . 10,500
'Gross Income Per Farm _ $21,072 - $35,720 = $52,590
Net Income Per Farm '$6, 113 - $9,083 - $12,888
Net Return on Investment ' o R
Total Investment (%) : 4.6 4.0 - 3.0

Investment. Other Than Land (%) 16.3 .- 15,4 - 15.6

includes turt grass, horses and mules, but not commercial timber.
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Table 7. The on-farm production sector of I\/Lar}?land’s Agricultural

Complex, estimates of cost of input items used in producing
food flber, forest and related 1tems-—1968 1976 and 1988,

—

' Input Items L
for '

'C.ost Estimates for

291.70

Annual Production 1968, 1976
T T e e Millions of Dollarg-~---~~-~
Feed 87.70 108. 50 136.70
Livestock, including breeding _ ’ ) ‘
Herds and flocks 23. 80 22,20 20. 60
Seed 6.52 .-7.84 9, 48
. Fertilizer 17. 80 224,90 32. 90
Lime’ 2. 10 3.28 4.76
Fuel and-oil 13. 00 15.00. " - 18. 00
Repairs and other 20.03 21,00 '22.00
- Miséellaneous - a . :
" Non-real-estate mterest 3580 9.10 . 12.-87
Herbicides 2. 99 - 4,78 5. 65
Insecticides 2. 18 0 2.43 . 2.64
'Fung1c1des .13 .15 .17
Drugs .« 4. 87 - 5.43" 6. 36
Vet. 'services , 1. 25 1.25 1.25
Artificial Breedmg .68 .15 - .89
Electricity 6.30 . 6. 00 5. 80
Custom spray and dustlng .80 . 1.63 - 1. 20
Other custom work 3. 80. 450 - 5.50
Hired labor 20.00 - - 20.00 20. 00
Taxes : 16. 20 18. 20 21.50
Interest on farm mortgage debt 10. 60 22.75 29.58
Rent , 4,10 - 5.50 6.50
Lumber, building materials, o o .
hardware, other supplies - 17, 00 - 15.00 13.00
Depreciation )
Farm service buildings . 10.75 12,50 14. 25
Machinery and equipment 15. 50 19.50 25.50
351.59

416. 90

Source: For 1968 Farm Incorﬁe, State Estimates, FIS 214 Supplement, ERS,
‘ USDA, Aug. 1969, reorganized based on detailed data from sub-
committee III, - Estimates for 1976 and 1988 based on da’ca from

sub-committee III.
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demands for farm inputs to produce the increased output of nigher
resources - uSing food products as per capita incomes rise.
According to Clawsonﬂ/, the demand for agricultural land in the
United States may not increase much in the next three decades to
satisfy national needs. "If the population growth rate is relatively
low and farm production is unrestrained by eﬁvironmental considera-
tions, the area of cropland required in the year 2000 will ve
nearly the same as the present acreage. Increases in agricultural
output per acre will just about offset the increases in total
demand of a slowly rising population.”
Taking another look, however, at the international picture and
hsing the events that have taken place in 1973, one would have a
lot of doubt as to the validity of his reasoning. For example,
higher per capita incomes in European countries and Japan have
increased their demand for more expensive foods andlput them
in direct competition with the American consumer. In addition,
agricultural export products help to realize a substantially
more favorable balance of trade with such industrialized
countries as Japan.
Per capita consumption of vegetable nils increased more than
4O percent between 1960 and 1972 while consumption of processed
fruits and~vegetables increased about 17 percent (Fizure 3).
Consumption of fresh fruits and begetables and cereal and bakery
IL/ Marion Clawson, "The Fruitiness and Flexibilities of Land Resources’, Nation-

al Land Use Policy, a special reprint from the Journal of Soil and Water Con-
servation, September-October 1972, Vol. 27, Number 5, Pages 105-027.
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products declined slightly.

Per cepita consumption of poultry increased about 50 percent
Between 1960 and 1972 and beef and veal increased about 23 percent
(Fiéure L), Land and other resources required to produce a pound
of beef, veal and poultry, for example, are greater than that
required to produce a pound of cereal and békery products. Thus
to some extent, current trends in food consumption patterns

are tQWard higher land and other resource-using commodities

and away from lower resource~using commodities.

Competition of Maryland Agriculture - The competitive aspects of
Maryland agricultuie has three sides. First, Maryland farms

to comevextent are competitive with each other for markets and
for inputs such as hired labor and purchased inputs. Second,
Maryland agricultural businésses competé with ﬁon-agricultural‘

businesses and activities for land, labor and capital. Third,

Maryland agriculture competes with agriculture of other regions

for markets.

a, Competition among farms - Firms producing homogenous products
compete with each other for markets. The number of farms with-
in Maryland is sgfficiently large that no single farm can
influence the price of the product which it sells by varying
the volume it sells. Generally if one farm refused to sell its
product for a price below the prevailing “market" price, buyers

would seek other sources of supply.
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Also, individual farms are forced to purchase inputs at the "Market"

price. If an individual farmer refused to pay the market price
for goods or service, the seller would seek other outlets.
Competition with non-farm businesses - Farmers use some inputs
in the same form as non-farm businesses. These include land,
labor, capital and management. Generally, the seller of land,
for example, would sell the lana to the purchaser who offersg

the highest price. The marginal value of productivity of land,

for example, which can be used in either agricultural businesses

\

or non-agricultural business, usually ié greater in uses other"
than agriculture. ﬁowever, land sellers usually wish to obtain
the highest-price possible for their land regardleés of its
futuré use. Therefore, if land is purchased for agricultural -
use éven though it could be used for'ﬁther purposes, the price
which would have to be paid u;ually would be greater than its
strict agricultural value. Thus, the land used for agriculture :
is generally that land which is not suitable for other uses due
to its location or other characteristics.

Interregional Competifion - Maryland's physical conditions,

including climate, soils and topography are generally suitable

for producing every major farm product produced in the United

States except citrus frult and cotton. Even though thousands

© of farm workers have moved into other lines of work, farm

production has increased steadily until one farm worker now

<

provides food for himself and 40 non-farm workers.
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Some claim that Maryland farmers cannot produce milk, beef,
grains, vegetables and fruit and sell these products iﬁ Meryland
as cheap as they can be produced and shipped to Maryland from
other areas. Although transportation costs from other areas
would be higher, they claim that farmers in other aress use
cheaper land, pay less for hired labor and/or obtain higher outpus
per unit of input so that the higher transportation costs aré
offset. Would it be useful to obtain data to make a comparstive
costs of production and marketing on Maryland farms With the costs
of production and marketing the same products on farms located
in surplus-producing areas?

B. How much farm land?

1. Number of acres - According to the 1964 Census of Agriculture, the

total land area in Maryland fqrmsz‘ stood at more than 3.15 million

acres or 50 percent of the state's land area. Up to 1963, this
farm acreage had decreased by almost 50,000 acres per year to a
total of.2.93 million acres. Although the conversion of farmland
to other uses is expected to slow down, projections for 193¢ by the
University of Maryland's Colleg; of Agriculture indicate that the
availebility of farmland will continue to decrease at an average
rate of 35,000 acres per year. Therefore, by 1986 this decrease
will bring the total farm acreage to just over 2.4 million acres,
which is still 38 percent of the state's 6.3 million acres. The
effect of the fall out”" production attitude of the sovernment is
yvet to be seen.

5/ As defined by the Census, this consists primerily of land used for crops
and pasture or grazing.
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Future Lond Use Changesé/ - Expected land use changes between 1967
and 1936 predict that croplana, pasture and forest land will decrense
vy about 498,000 acres; “other” land will increase by about 135,700
acres; and non-inventory land will increase by about 360,000 acres.
The pressures for land use are very intensive in Marylond. In

1967, accdrding to the CNI data, the urban and built-up areas of
Maryland alone totaled more than 493,700 acfes, including 50,400

in Baltimore City. Considering that federally-ovned land (other

than cropland) occupied more ﬁhan 146,000 acres, and water bodies
between 2 and 40 acres accounted for nearly 30,000 acres, it is not
difficult to account for more than 670,000 acres of land being used
in Maryland outside of agriculture and commercial woodland production.
By 1986, this category of urban land and federally—owned land is
expected to occupy more than one million acres in Maryland. Thus,

by 1986 Maryland could have nearly two-thirds as much land in this

urban and federal ownership category as in cropland. Most of thisincreas

will stem from urbanization and its attendant'nécessities, such as
highways, shopping centers, etc. The projected average rate of
‘land conversion to these uses over the néxt 17 years will come
close to 18,900 acres per year. The bulk of this land will be
converted from acreages now devoted_to crops and woodland. It

is conceivable that before the year 2000, Maryland could have more .
lend under urbanization that it will have in cropland. With proper
land use in guidelines, this possibility could prove to be com-
patible. Without a comprehensive land use policy, the future could

produce an unwanted gpecter.

_é/ The Maryland Soil & Water Conservation Needs Inventory published in 1971
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Maryland is endowed with a variety of land within its 6.3 millién
acre borders. But the prime agricultural land, i.e, tﬁe land
categorized in the first three U.S.D.A. Capability clagses, occupiles
approximately one-half of this area or roughly 3.42 miilion acres.
Of this prime égricultural land e little more than half, is
presently used for cropland. Something close to 200,000 acres
of this prime land has already been converted to urban uses, These
figures reinforce the necessity of carefully weighing land uée
decisions,
In summary, most of the non-inventory land (urbanized, federally-
owned, water impoundments) increase from 1967 to 1986 will be at the
expense of acreage withdrawn from forestry (209,000 acres) and cropland
(205,000). A portion of the latter two categories also contribute
to the 138,000 acre increase in acreage categorized as "other land"
while the balance is maintained by an 84,000 acre decrease in pastﬁre‘
land over the same time span. There is no way to predict the quality
of land changing use other than to assume a land use trend from the
1958 to the 1967 data.

C. Where is it located and What is its Capability?

L7/
Maryland's four .geographical region§; the Piedmont, Eastern Shore,

Western Maryland and Southern Maryland, encompass about 6.3 million |
acres. Each region is different and plays a different role in the
agricultural economy. (The data presented on pages 25-26 can be viewed

graphically in Appendices K tharough Q).

Z/ Maryland Department of State Planning use seven regions as planning
boundaries, table S and 9 shows a comparison of land ugeé for both divisiona.
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1. Piedmont - The Piedmont, represeﬁting 30.3 percent of all land in

the state, haé rolling fo steep-sloping soils primarily used for aairy~
ing and general farming. .0f this, 1,916,588 acres, 32 percent is crop-
land, 15 percent pasture, 29 percent foresﬁ‘and the remainding 24 per--
cent is classified as "other".

Eastern Shore - The Eastern Shore héé coastal plain soils and excellent
groundwater resburces. The nearly level farm land is primarily de&oted

to corn, soybeans, vegetables, fruits, forest products, with the major

enterprise being the poultry industry. Opportunities now exist for the

expansion of the swine enterprise in Maryland and paxticulérily in this

regidh because of labor and locally produced feed grains:

The Eastern Shore land mass is 34.3 percent of the state's total. Maj-

or land uses include 41 percent cropland, 2 percent pasture, 41 percent

forest;'épd\l6 petcent other uses. This area aloﬁg'with the Piedmoﬁt
accounts for 78 percent of Maryland total cropland.

Western ﬁar?land - the smallest of the four regions with 60 percent>§f
its 991,994 acres (15.7 percént) covered by forést; is quite steep and
used primarily for timdering aﬁd\recreation.. However; there is a.siz—
able number of dairy and géneral farms in the region. Neithér the
Piedmont nor the Wéstern taryland area is generally édnsidered to have
the same abundant gfoundwater resources as the Eastern Shore and South-
ern Maryland.

Southern Maryland - Approxim;tely one-fifth of the state (19.7 percent)
is‘characterized by-a relatively weak economy with an agriculture de-—
pendent on tobacco. Tobacco is a labor intensive crop and the short-

age of labor is the major factor preventing expansion of tobacco in-

‘come. However, the Maryland leaf was strengthened considerably
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recently and this presents a definite opportunity for additional
revenue to accrue in Southern ilaryland. The key to realization of
this opportunity is to‘reduce the labor required in tobacco préduc~
tion through experimentation and changes in harvesting techniques,
varities and in markéting systems. Other enterprises are grain crops,

with some dairying and livestock production.

The land use in this region is 20 percent cropland, 3 percent pasturé,

54 percent forest and 23 percent other.

Land Capability Class - Under good management, soils in the first four
classes are capable of producing adapted plants; such as forest trees>
and the common cultivated field crops and pasture plants. Soils in
clasées V, VI, and VII are suited to the use of adapted native plants.
Some soils in classes V and VI 'are also capable of producing special-
ized crops, such as certain fruits and ofnamentals, and even field

and vegetable érops under highly.intensive management involving elabor- -
ate practices for soil and water conservation. Soils in class VIII

do not return on-site benefits for inputs of management of crops,
grasses or trees.

The most productive soils are those in classes I, II, and III. However,
soils in classes I and IT are more easily used for intensive cropping
without intensiVe conservation practices. Table 8 and 9 will show
these soils in acres by regions and class. Fér a more detail
definition of all classes see appendix R.

The interpretatién of the Natural Soiis‘Grouping and.how they relate

to prime agricultural land will be discﬁssed under Section V. "How

much agricultural land should be preserved in Maryland?"
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Problems of Farmland Conversions.

Since the tu}n of the century,"many new words and phrases have sprung
into'existence: Television, cinema, psychedelic; transactional analysis
--the list.is endléss. "Megalopolid' is another of.these'words which is
heard time and time again as population booms and development threatens
to swallow land throughout the United States. Maryland is ﬁo exception
t0 tﬁis trend, and allvsectors of the population have expressed alarm
over the encroaching influence.of urban and _§l;bﬁrban development ,' in th;is
State. |

of particulér concern is the status of agriculture, and of the farmer,

‘in our increasingly metropolitan society., Certain trends are apparent

‘upon examination of the statistics relating to agricultural land in this

state. There has been a marked decrease in acres of agricultural land
in Maryland (a 30% loss from 1949 to 1969), accompanied by a dec;eaée
in the percentage of lgnd in farms, while a general increase has been
noted in thé average size of farms; the acreage of irrigated land, and.
the average farm value of land and buildings per acre. Prbjections
indicate that by.the year 2000, the total land in the state in farms
will apbroximate 836,500 acreé, or 21% of the State afea, a significan;
decrease from the Ll area occupied by farms in 1969 and 64% acres in
agriculture in 1949. |

But what is the meaning of.these statistics in a broad sense? What
implications does thé'ccnversion of agricultural land bear for the
individual farmer and'farmworker; for the citizens of Maryland, and
for local and state governmenf. The answers to these questions are
not simple, for three complex’topics of concern must be taken into

consideration: = fiscal and economic¢, social, and environmental. -
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Fiscal and economic. - The three previously mentioned Sroups

are most drastically affected by the fiscal and economic iﬁ—
Plications of conversion of agricultural land. It has been
conjectured that the rapidly increasing value of farm land per
‘acre is a major factor in the decrease of farm acréage; in fact,
projections demonstrate that, should the trend continue, the sgri-
cultural land value per acre will approach $1,550 per acre by the
year 2000, as compared to a cost of $6LO per acre in 1969, dis-
regarding the impact of inflation. The farmer, particularly the
small farmer, cannot help but to be tempted by the profit to be
made by the sale of his land, especially when he is struggling
merely to keep his head above water in competition with the huge
farming conglomerates prevalent today. 1In addition, the cost of
agricultural land is far less than the cost of suburban land;
hence, developers find it ecoﬁomically expedient to pursue a
leap-frog pattern of development and to purchase the less expensive
farm lands. These are direct causes for conversion of agriculbural
land. Less direct are such factors as the lure of the cities,
particularly for young people in rural areas (not only from this
State but from the entire nation), speculation in real estate, the
dearth of many modern services and conveniences in agricultural
areas, and the low income of the majority of those involved in
farming activities.

At the present time, agriculture and agribusiness provide an economic
livelihood for many Marylanders through employment in food and fiber
processing, wholesaiing, and retailing. Services and supplies and

equipment needed to sustain the agricultural complex create additionszl

SR
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employment and business opportunities.
From Maryland's 19,500 farms come produce values at close to $u4O

million annually. Over 8 percent of the State's manufacturing

working force is employed 'in the $2 billion food processing industry.

Nearly 200,000 Marylanders receive wages of $2.289 billion from
agriculture and agribusiness. -Iﬁ fact, agriculture constitutes
approximately 14% of the Gross State product. It is clearly a
necessary and integral element of the Maryland economy, for if - the
'conversion of agricultural land undermines this industry, it may
.result in unemploymgnt within this;sectorlof the economy and
‘depending oﬁ fhe nature of the nevw use may cause a general decreage
in the wealth of the State.
Additionally, the préblem of poverty in this country is severely
aggravated by conversion of agricultural land. 'The labor pool
involved in farmipg activities (i.e., the farm workers) is forced.
to find some other livelihood and, in the majority of cases, move to
the cities and sﬁrain the already abﬁndanf unskilled labor force
there. "The People Left Behind," a report by the President's
Advisory Cdmmission'on Rural Poﬁerty, explains: |
"The total number of rural poor would be even
larger ﬁhan 14 mil;ion-had not so many of them moved
to thelcity. They made the moﬁe because they wanted
a job énd a decent place to livé. Some have found
.them. ‘Mény,have not. Many merely excﬁanged life in
a rural slum for life in an urban slum, at exorbitant
cost to themselves, to the cities, and to rurai America

as well,"
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The impoverished in this State -- urban poor as well zs rural--

are affected by the conversion of agricultural land; nowever, the
fiscal consequences of this convefsion impact Maryland government .
and hence, all of the taxpaying citizens of the State. VWhen dis-
organized and disorderly growth and development occur in this

State, as in the case of sprawling development, demands are
generated for both public facilities and services ﬁhat cannot be
optimized either by cost or by location. The financial demands on
the State, and, consequently, on the citizens of Maryland, for
sevage treafment facilities, open space, transportation, and health
and education facilities, to name a few, increase disproportionztely
with excessive conversion of agricultural land. Further, it is
commonly acknowledged that continued leapfrog and haphazard develop-
ment will cause even higher requests for facilities and services.
The fiscal and economic issués in relation to conQersion of agri-
cultural land are actually intimately related. Although the drain
on monetary resources seems to be primarily govermmental, and hence
fiscal, in actuality, the State funds are provided by the individusl
taxpayers. Any fiscal expenditure in the end becomes a problem in
economics, for the cost is borne by the individual pockethook.
Social. - The social implications of conversion of agricultural

land are iﬁtimately related to the fiscal and economic aspects of

of this issue. There is no doubt that a minimum standsrd of

living should exist for all of the citizens of Maryland. Yet

the social services supplies to small farmers and farm workers,
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particularly in the field of education, may place them at an extreme
disadvantage when conversion of farm lands forces them'into the
cities. In addition, farming is a way of life'that should be

opén to citizens as an integral part of their freedom of choice.
Environmental. - Environmental quality is of primary importance

as well_when discussing conversion of agricultural land. The

issues of open space, outdoor fecreation, and water supply come to
the foreground in this context. ‘

ngrcrowded metropolitan centers and rapidly growing suburbs,

together with increased ieisure time, point to a critically mounting

need for outdoor recreational oppbrtunitiés. Agricultural land mey
serve a dual purpose in this context. State pafks can satisfy some

of this need, but much of the hunting, fishing, and scenic needs

may best be met through the maintenance of a compatible stewardéhip  |
of agricultural land. Such a properly managed program‘keepé laﬁaqén

a taxpaying basis and provides multiple bénefité in food énd fiber
production along with recreation. Maryland is fortunate to have
megnilicent scenic beauty which not only has an aesthetié value,

But attracts sportsmen and touriéts’who meke a sizeable contribution
to an area's economy.

In terms of water supply, it,haé been commonly acknowledged that
Maryland's farm and foreét resources are invaluable in the preservation
of undeveloped watersheds. A spurce'of freshwater is the farm and
forest watershed, filtering rainfall through the soil and storing it
in natural underground reservoirs for use. ﬁaily demands on water are

groving rapidly, and haphazard conversion of agricultural land
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increases the thréats of flooding, siitation, and'other sources of
loss and contamination of water, which threaten the adequacy of

our présent water Supply. In addition, phenomena such as flooding
may pose a great danger to life and property. Conversion also
endangers plant life which, in addition to aiding in the prevention
of soil erosion, has an equally important role as a major contributor
of oxygen to the atmosphere.

Finally, it is essential to realize that important agricultural laﬁd
is a basic raw material.which man can shape and use for any purpose.
Once the topsoil is removed and concrete or asphalt is poured, this
land is permanently removed from food and fiber production. More-
over, it is no longer filtering rainfall or fostering the growth of
oxygenating plant life. It no longer is a part of man's natural
enviromment. Certainly not'all agricultural or forest land femain-
ing in Maryland can or should be preserved for agricultural use,
but the finality of converting an acre from agriculture to other
uses deserves serious consideration. Excessive and wasteful
conversion of farmland and forest land into highway rights-of-way,
parks, housing developments, and other uses should be avoided.
Scattered and incompatible development of agriculfure and forest
land can waste a large percentage of our soil and water resources.

Present Laws and Regulabtions Relating to Land Use in Maryland.

Recently there has been a great deal of interest at the State and
National levels of government in the development and passage of land use

legislation. While no positive action has been taken to date, there
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every reason to believe that enactment of land use regulations at the
National and State level will be a reality in the near future. One

of the features of such legislation will be to identify areas of .
critical concern --- includihg prime and unique agricultural land.
This nev legislation will provide for more participation in land use
pianning and regulation of land by state govermment. Historically,
‘phefetates delegated the right to develop and regulate lapd use
policies to local go#efnment. This ie generally achieved through the
pqii;e/power, although the right of eminent domain, taxation and
spending power have considerable impact on the use of land.

In recent years the police power has been‘ueed with incfeasing.frequency
_to guide and regulate the use of land. While undefinable in precise
Jterms, this pewer can be broken down into five general categories:
Public safety, health, morals, convenience and welfare. Recoghizing
_social overlap, erosion and sediment controls, water management
control, and sub-division regulations would be covered under safety.
Water and sewage facilities and mosquito control programs are covered
by public health. Zoning regulations and regulations of -public trans-
~ portation come under purview of public convenience.

These powers are utilized also by state government to guide a wide
range of land uses.

The Department of Natural Resources, for example, has extensive authority
to regulate lend use. Some of these authorities provide programs for
~ the control of erosion and sediment, use of private wetlands, use of
State water and discharges into State waters, floodplains to 50 year
frequency storm, licenses for forestry products businesses, ilssuance

of licenses for mining, regulation of mining and issuances of permits
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for drilling of gas and oil. (See Appendipes R & S for more complete
explanation). . N
The other principal départment with aufhority to regulate land use

is the Department of Health‘and Mental Hygiene. This department is
responsible for approving county plans for water supply, sewerage,
and solid waste disposal systems, as well as issuing permits for
their construction. This Department also assumes.general responsi-
bility for air quality control which can affect land use decisions.
Other miscellaneous controls over which the State can exert authority
to regulate use of land are: airports, state roads, shore erosion
and wells drilling. Other indiréct authorities affecting land use are
those lands owned by the state -- wildlife management areas, state
park systems, state forests, natural environment areas and state
wildlands.

There are also many areas of infiuence which deal with.cooperative
grants in aid to subdivisions for the acquisitioﬁ and development of
recreational areas and facilities, cooperative programs, extension
services ‘and other planning, financial and advisory assistance.
Examples include: openlspace'progrém, drainage district fund program,
the Department of State Planning, the State Soil Conservation
Committee, the State Eﬁvironmental Service, Maryland Environmental
Trust, the Maryiand Industrial Development Financing Authority; and

others.
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STATE : 1,516.0

1,564.0

APPENLIX A --Milk:  Production by counties, Naryland, 1967-72
Coanty : 1967 : 1968 : 1969 : 1970 P91/ 1072 o/
Million Million Million Million Million MILliusn
pounds pounds pounds pounds pouads . pounds
Allezany 7.7 7.6 7.0 7.0 6.5 6.5
Cavvett : 64.0 €4.7 70.0 ©70.0 69.5 69.5
Baltinore 66.0 64l 66.0 61.0 60.0- 59.0
Carroll ] 177.0 . 193.3° 204.0 217.0 -217.35 216.0
Cecil . 76.0 72.8 73.0 78.0 78.0 77.0
Frederick 410.0 418.9 436.0 432.0 435.5 436.0
Harford 138.0 124.5 133.0 127.5 1925.5 122.5
Howaxd 46.0 46.5 43.5 -38.0 39.0 38.3
Kent 70.0 68.8 69.0 74.5 74.0 74.5
Montgomery : " 90.0 92.0 98.0 . 93.0 §9.5 86.0
Queen Annes 81.0 70.9 64.0 '55.0 . 54.5 53.5
Washingtpn 172.0 180.0 181.0 183.0 190.0 192.5
Anne Arundel 8.5 7.9 7.5 6.5 6.0 © 5.5
Calvert : 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 .5
Charles 2.9 2.8 2.5 2.0 1.5 1.0
Prince Georges 4.0 3.4 3.2 2.0 2.0 1.5
St. Marys 4.0 3.6 3.6 3.5 4.0 - 3.5
Caroline 40.0 . 40.5 45.7 51.5 53.0 51.0
Dorchester : 10.4 10.1 9.0 7.5 7.0 6.5
Somerset 7.0 6.9 6.1 5.5 5.0 2.5
Talbot 30.0 29.0 30.0 34.0 33.5 32.0
Wicomico . 2.0 1.9 1.9 1.5 1.0 1.0
Worcester : 8.8 8.2 8.0 9.0 10.5 9.5 -
East of Bay §_/ 324.9 309.1 306.7 316.5 316.5 309.5
West of Bay’ fL_/ 1,191.1 .1,220.9 1,256.3 1,243.5 ©1,247.5 1,238.5
1,530.0 1,563.0 " 1,560.0 '1,548.0

1/ Revised. = 2/ Preliminary.

3/ Cecil, Kent, Queen Annes, Caroline, Dorchester, Somerset, Talbot, Wicomico and Worcester.

4/ Allegany, Garrett, Baltimove, Carroll, Frederick, Haxford, lloward, Montgomery, Washington, Anne Arundel,
Calvert, Charles, Prince Ceorges and St. Marys.
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APPENDIX B . ‘ )
' .—-Commercial broilers: Production and value, Maryland, 1967-72

: : " Number ' ‘ ~ Average Pounds . Average price : Tt
Year : produced N liveweight © - produced : percpound : Value 1/
“Thousands . Pounds . " Thousands Cents 1,000 dollars
1967 151,032 : 3.8 573,922 14.5 83,219
1963 . 157,887 3.8- 599,971 15.5 © 92,996
" 1969 174,274 ' - 8.9 679,669 ) 16.6 112,825
1970 2/ 187,137 .- 3.9 729,834 14.9 108,745
1971 2/ 180,837 . © 3.9 . 705,264 14.7 103,674
1972 2/ 3/ 177,247 3.9 - 691,263 15.7 108,528

"1/ Includes value of consumption in households of producers which is less than 1 percent of total production.™
2/ Beginning in 1970 estimates are chgnged to December 1 through November 30 marketing year basis.
3/ Preliminary. ' C o . |
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APPENDIX C

--Corn: Acveage planted; and acreage, yield and production for .grain,
by counties, Maryland and Delmarva, 1970-72

: 1970 : .. 1971 : 1972 1/
State ; - : —: — = -
© Acres | For grain © Acres For grain ° Acres For grain
and . planted — - * planted’ x * planted —
County . T+ for Acres Yield © . for Acres f‘“Yield o for _ Acres _ Yield
: ©all ¢ haxr- * per ° Pro- . all  * har- ° per *° Pro- . .all ° har- - per -* Pro-
-purposes vested © acre’ ‘duction’purposesivested  acre ‘duction’purposesivested * acre ‘duction
: - 1,000 s 1,000 : 1,000

MARYLAND © 1,000 1,000 CQushels bushels 1,000 1,000 Bushels bushels 1,000 1,000 Bushels bushels
Allegany 1.7 1.2 - 75.8 91 - 1.7 1.4 79.3 111 . 1.7 1.1 79.1 87
Carrett 7.4 3.6 86.7 312 7.5 3.4 74.1 232 . 7.6 2.7 80.7 218
Baltimore 1.0 156 92.8 . 1,47  18.0 © 15.5  77.0 1,194 .17.5 = 14.0 © 76.7 1,074
Caxrroll 52.0  42.1 86.7 3,650 §9.0 46.6 80.0 3,728 51.0 35.2 79.7 2,808
Ceeil 7.0 22.7  8L6 1,858  28.0 224  70.1 1,571  24.6 17.3  83.8 1 449
Fredecick 46.7 . 24.0 80.6 1,935 53.8 24.2 69.1 1,673 53.0 20.7 74%.7 1,548
Harford 23.0 19.5 90.7 1,769 - 24.0 18.5 74.1 1,370 25.0 17.5 91.8 1,697
Howaxrd 11.5 9.2 77.6 714 1.5 9.3 72.2 671"  10.7 8.3 77.7 643
Kent . . 47.5 43.5 75.6 3,289 43.0 39.6 71.1 2,816 40.0 35.8 84.8 3,120
Montgomery 17.5 11.7 78.¢& 920, . 20.0 15.2 - 65.2 991 17.4 13.2 83.8 1,172
Queen Annes 58.0  55.2 827 4,563 67.0  59.7 7L 4,246 ° 52.0  47.3 73.7 . 3.485
Washington 29.6 18.5 76.6 1,417 30.5 156.8 52.8 879 32.0 15.7 72.7 1,14}
Anne Arundel ‘9.4 7.8 64.5 503 10.0 8.0  55.4. 443. 9.4 7.6 © 68.7 522
Calvert 5.4 5.1. 60.4 308 5.7 5.3 .51.3 272 . 6.6 5.9 72.7 429
Charles . 9.5 8.9 74.6 664 11.0 10.2 65.2 - 665 10.2 9.5 86.8 825
Prince Ceorges 7.6 6.5 64.5 419 8.0 7.2 47.4 . 341 6.4 5.2 80.8 420
St. Marys © 1.7 11.2 58.5 655  10.6 9.6 59.3" 569 9.6 8.9 78.8 701
Caroline 33.0 30.3 77.6 2,352 34.7 31.4 51.4 1,613 29.0 25.8 T 72.7 1,833
Dorchiester 45.0 43.8 97.8 4,283 49.0 48.0 84.0 4,030 40.0 38.4 92.8 3,553
Sonerset 17.0 16.5 95.8 1,580 17.0 16.8 90.9 1,527 J17.8 17.1 90.8 1,553
Talbot 39.0 36.7 89.7 3,293 4£0.0 37-6 83.0 3,120 37.6 32.9 83.8 2,735
W icomi.co 28.5 28.0 79.6° 2,230 29.0 23.7 .  76.1 2,183 28.0 23.8 70.7 1,823
Worcaster 40.0 39.4 84.7 3,336 41.0 4£0.6 71.1 2,887 37.5 36.4 72.7 2,645
East of Pay 2/ 335.0 316.1 84.7 26,779 348.7 2324.8 73.9 23,993 305.9 277.5 80.2 22,24

West of Bay §_/ 252.0 184.9° 80.1 14,804 271.7 191.2°  68.8 13,159 2538.1 165.5 79.7 13,193

? > i
STATE 587.0 501.0 83.0 41,583 620.0 516.0 - 72.0 37,152 564.0 443.0 ~ 80.0 25,440
DETMARYA $47.1 §17.8 80.8 41,826 578.2 537.6 66.2 35,614 510.9 455.0 79.3 36,885

S 1/ Prolininacy. . , .

2/ icil, Kent, Queen Annes, Caroline, Dorchestér, Somerset, Talbot, Wicomico and Worcester.

KVAFN Legany , Cavrett, Baltimore, Carroll, Frederick, Huarford, Howard, Montgomery, Washington, Anne Arundel,
= 4 7 B

Calvert, Charles, Prince Georges and St. Marys.
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APPENDIX D

--Soybeans: Acreage, yield and production by.counties, Maryland and Delwarva, 1970-72

State 197 - 197 : 1972 1/
and H . e M N : Py B H H “
c i = Acres : X;‘E;L_d : Pro- . : Acres : Y;i‘_d : Pro- :  Acres Yield Pro—
. . harves . . ; - . R N : haruested er i
ounty : harvested ‘acre duction : harvested ‘acre rluc‘_lonl : harvested : agre B duction
- 1,000 ' 1,000 1099
1,000  Bushels . bushels 1,000 ;| Bushels - bushels 1,000  Bushels  busnais
. MARYTLAND N ' R .
Allegany - - R LT = - — _ —_—
Garrett — S —_ — e — - —— -
Baltimore .5 28.0 . 14.0. ©oa 20.0 8.0 .5 20.0 10.0
Carroll -4 25.0 10.0 3. 26,7 8.0 .4 25.0 10.0
Cecil 7.0 . 25.0 . 175.0 9.5 29.6 © 281.0 15.0 25.7 385.0
Fred@erick ’ Lo b ’ — - i‘" i = -— ——— ——
Harfoxd 1.1 26.4 29.0 S 1.1 30.9 34.0 ° 1.1 22.7 25.0
Howard B — e - — -— —— ——— C——
Kent. _ 13.0 24.0 812.0 . 17.5 31.9 . 558.0 21.0 - 24.6- 517.0
Montgomery .2 25.0 5.0 .2 25.0 5.0 .2 20.0 4.0
Queen Annes 122.0 21.0- 462.0 19.0 27.6 525.0 30.0 23.6 708.0
Washingtorn - - —— — — a — ——= ——
Anne Arundel 1.0 21.0 21.0 .9 25.6 23.0 8 20,0 16.0
Calvert .8 22.5 18.0 .8 28.8 23.0 .8 . 22.5 18.0
Charles S % | 21.9 46.0 2.9 23.4 63.0 T 4.3 23.5 101.0
Prince Ceorges 2.4 22.1 53.0 2.9 27.6 80.0 2.4 23.8 . 57.0
St. Marys. 5.5 21.1 116.0 6.5 24.5 159.0 7.5 23.6 177.0
Caroline 36.0 23.0 829.0 37.0 30.7 1,136.0 37.5 27.7  1,039.0
Dorchaster 33.0 27.0 892.0 35.5 32.7 1,162.0 37.0 30.T  1,115.0
Somerset 14.0 - 25.0 350.0 16.0 29.7 475.0 17.0 .29.8 506.0
Talbot 21.0 23.0 484.0 18.0 31.7 571.0 23.5 29.7 699.0
Wicomico - 31.0 24.0 745.0 - 28.0 30.7 859.0 29.0 27.7° 803.0
Worcester - 22.0 25.0 551.0 23.5 26.6 . 625.0 25.0 25.6 641.0
East of Bay 2/ ~ 199.0 24.1 4,800.0 204.0 30.4 6,192.0 235.0 27.3  6,413.0
West of Buy 3/ 14.0 22.3 312.0 16.0 - 25.5 408.0 18.0 -23.2 418.0
STATE 213.0 24.0 5,112.0 220.0 30.0 6,600.0 253.0 27.0  6,831.0
S ' 4 295.9 23.9  11,431.4 ~  435.60 26.2 11,382.0
DLIMARV.L 391.0 22.4, .8,748.0 990 e e

Preliminavy - . . e ' i

J‘i{’ Ceeil. Kent, Queen Anacs, Cavoline, Dorchester, Somerset, Talbot, Wicomico and ‘\.orcaater.1 Se. tavy
e H \ o) - N . . . . M- o . - et - N R

T/ Baitimore, Carroll, ilarford, Montgomery, Anne Arvundel, Calvert, Charles, Prince Ceorges and avys
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APPENDIX

—Wheat: Acreage, yield and production by counties, Maryland and Delwarva, 1970-72

State : "1970 ; - 1971 : 1972 1/

and : Acres Y;zid : Pro-  : Acres . Y;zidA . Pro-- i Acres - . Y;id . Pro-

Coitnty iharvested aere f!ugtxon E harvcstedv. acre i dL%Cth!‘l - harvested : acre : duction

_ . . 1,000 o o 71,000 . 1,000
1,000 Bushels bushels - 1,000 - . Bushels * bushels 1,000 Pushels bushels -
MARYLAND : ' o ' ‘ '
Mlesany .5 32.0 16.0 .4 32,5 13.0 .4 27. 11.0
Carrott .7 30.0 21.0 .8 30.0 24.0 .8 27.5 22.0
Baltimore 4.2 36.7 © 154.0 4.0° 35.3 - 141.0 3.9 35.1 137.0
Carroll 12.6- 31.7 . 399.0. 12.0 32.3 387.0 ‘11,7 35.0 . 409.0
Cocil 5.6 39.6 222.0 5.5 - 39.3 216.0 5.8 . 40.9 237.0 |
Fredorick 11.0 32.2 354.0 11.5 32.3 371.0 1.8 30.2 356.0
Har ford 4.0 37.3 149.0 4.2 40. 169.0 3.5 34.0 9.0
Howard 2.7 33.7 91.0 2.4° 38.3 92.0 2.8 30.0 78.0
Kent 7.5 | '45.6 342.0 7.3 BLi8 378.0 8.0 42.8 342.0
Montwomery . 4.8 35.6 160.0 5.3 404 214.0 5.6 34.1 191.0
Queen Annes 11.6 40.6 471.0 13.0 49.4 642.0 12.7 40.8 518.0
Washineton 7.3 31.6- ° 231.0 7.8 30.3 236.0 7.1 32.1 223.0
BT : i ’ . : :

Anne Arundel .6 26.7 ' 16.0 .7 30.0 21.0 7 25,7 18.0
Q:;\.alfn © .6 28.3 17.0 .6 33.3 "20.0 .8 23.8 . 19.0
Charlos: 2.0 33.5 67.0 2.5 35.2 88.0 2.8 23.9 $5.0
Prince Ceorges 2.0 24.0 48.0 2.5 .28.4 . 71.0 2.1 27.1 57.0
St. Marys 2.7 31.9 86.0 2.8 32.1 90.0 3.0 28.3 85.0
Cavoline 5.0 42.6 - 341.0 8.5  47.4 °  403.0 9.2 340 313.0
Dorchester 7.4 41.5 307.0 7.2 46.4 334.0 . 6.6 35.0 231.0
Somerset .3 56.7 11.0 .3 86.7 11.0 -4 - 35.0 - 14.0
Talbot 8.8 4.6 366.0 8.1 46.3 375.0 - 9.8 © 35.0 243.0
Wi comico .2 40.0 8.0 3 6.7 .o - . .4 £0.0 16.0
loreester .2 40.0 8.0 .3 148.3 13.0 -3 36.7 11.0
Fast of Bay 2/ 49.6 '41.9  2,076.0  °  50.5 - 47.2  2,383.0 - 53.2 38.1 - 2,025.0
st of Bay 3/ 55.0 32.7  1,809.0 - 57.5 33.7.  1,937.0 | 56-8 32.1  1,825.0
STATE 105.0 '37.0  3,885.0 108.0 40.0 © 4,320.0 © 110.0 35.0  3,850.0
LELHARVA 72.9 41.8 3,046.1 78.5 45.8 - 3,598.7° - 82.6 36.3  2,999.3

L/ Preliminary. 2/ Cecil, Keat, Qucen Annes, Caroline, Dorchester,
&/ Atlegany, Garrett, Baltimore, Carroll, Fredevick, IarFford s

Somerset, Talbot, Wicomico and Worcester.
Crivert, Clhiarles, Prince Georges and St. Marvys.

Howard, Moatgomory, Washington, Anne Arundel ,

Ly




APPENDIX F

-Tobacco: Acreage, yield and productiorn, by ‘counties,
" Maryland, 1970-72 ’

1970 : 1971 E 1972 1/
County : Acres G oyield L 0 feres T Yield Pro— AcT:es : Yie.ld T Pro-
i : har- = = per % duction har- 7 per . duction = har- = per - duction
vested ;. aecre : - vested : acre : o . vested : acre -

1,000 o 1,000 . ' 1,000

1.000  Pounds - pounds 1,000 Pounds pounds 1.0090 Pounds pounds
Arne Aruadel 5.0 ' 1,090 5,450 . 5.1 . - 1,040 5,304 4.9 920 4,508
Calvert 4 © 1,050 5,145 . 5.0 980 . . 4,900 4.8 970 | 4,656
Charles 5.6 1,200 - 6,720 5.7 1,134 6,454 §.5 - 1,065 5,855
‘Prince Georges 5.1 1,000 5,100 5.0 3,030 5;150 o 4.8 . 950 4,560
St. Marys 6.4 1,096 7,015 6.2 1,010 - 6,262 ' 6.0 1,070 6,420,
STATE 27.0 1,090 29,430 - 27.0 1,040..0 28,080 - 26.0 - 1,000 26,000

1/ Prel iminary.
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APPENDIX G

--Commercial vegetables, melons and strawberries:
Total harvested acreage, by counties,
Maryland, 1971 and 1972 .

Acres harvested

County - -
and . Fresh market Processing Total
area
: 1971 1972 1/ 1971 1972 1/ 1971 1972 1/
Acres Acres . Acres Acres Acres Acres
Lower Eastern Shore
Dorchester 1,520, 1,010 4,030 - 4,610 5,550 5,620 .
Sonerset © 970 900 1,830 - 1,560 "2,800 2,460
‘Wicemico 4,270 3,970 2,600 3,260 - 6,870 7,230
Worcester 130 570 4,190 4,050 - 4,320 . 4,620
' K . . . : .
Total 6,890 6,450 12,650 132480 19,548 19,930 .
Central and Upper
Eastern Shore
Caroline 1,070 960 5,200 ‘ 4,946 6,270 5,900
Cecil 60 60 1,870 1,790 1,930 1,850
Keat 800 870 4,940 5,290 5,740 6,160
Queen Annes 90 80 4,930 5,410 5,020 5,490
Talbot’ 30 20 2,700 - 1,740 2,730 1,760 °
Total 2,050 1,990 19,64‘0A ) 19,170 21,690 21,150
West of Bay
Allegany 10 10. — — 10 10
Garrett 2/ 2/ 2/ 2/ 960 1,020
Baltisore 1,900 1,990 3,310 : 3,030: 5,210 5,020
Carroll 50 50 930 1,150 980 1,200
Fraderick 260 220 3,570 3,070 3,830 . 3,290
Harford 130 130 2,790 3,350 2,920 3,480
Howard 2/ 2/ 2/ 2/ 90 - 170 .
}v[ontgomery 90 100 1,530 l,}840 . l,'620 . 1,940
Washington 2/. 2/ 2/ 190 510
Anne Arundel 300 260 — - 300 260
Caivert 10 20 - —— — 10 - 20
- Charles 10 10 — — 1.0 10
. Prince Georges 180 180 ~—- ——= 180 ° 180
St. Marys 2/ 2/ 2/ 2/ 750 769
Total - 3,190 3,170 13,,87'0 14,700 17,060 ©17,870
STATE 2/ 12,130 11,610 - 46,160 47,350 58,290 58,950

1/ Preliminary.

9/ State totals iuclude estimates of vegetables for fresh market and processing in Allegany, Calvert, Charles,

Carrett, Howard, St.
individual producers.
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" APPENDIX H

Commercial vegetables, mzlons and sirawberries for “Fresh market and processing:
larvested acreage of selected crops in selected counties, Maryland, 1971 and 1972

sy - v * Snap - Sweet = Straw- " pamntaas - Water— - JE B e
Year aad County . beans  corn1/  berries ° Tonatoes : melons  ° Other . Total
Acres Acres Acres Acres Acres Acres Acres
1971 : : . . -
Baltinore 2,420 760 . 60 370 . 30 1,570 5,210
Caroline . 180 2,040 90 320 230 3,410 6,270
Dorchester 420 - - 940 50 1,180 ° 650 © 2,330 5,530
Kent 540 - 1,680 2/ 2/ 2/- 3,520 5,740
Wicemico 2,130 2 70 380 2,610 1,680 6,370
Queen Annes 2/ 3,230 2/ 220 2/ 1,550 5,029
Somerset ' 810 2/ 130 1,279 50 520 2,800
Worcester 950 . 2/ 10 460 50 2,840 4,320

1972 ' C _ .

Laltinore 2,630 : 440 60 1398 30 1,470 5,0%
Caroline 130 1,620 .60 349 200 . - 3,530 5,900

Dorchester 420 1,340 30 - 1,250 560 2,020 5,6
Keat 500 1,870 2/ _ 2/ 2/ 3,790 6,160
Wicomico 2,430 2/ 70 550 2,439 1,700 7,230
ween Annes 2/ 3,710 2/ 180 2/ -~ 1,600 5,490
Somerset 870 - 2/ 40 920 ©20 500 2,430
Woreeser 1,850 2/ 10 470 60 - 2,230 4,620

1/ Sweet corn for processing only. Sweet corn for fresh warket estimates discontinued.

2/ tacluded in TYathec®.

el

Prelizinary .-



APPTNDIX I

——Cash receipts from farming, Maryland, 1969-71

~ Commodity . 1969 1/ : . 1970 1/ : 1971 2/
Thousand Thousand . . Thousand
dollars - .dollars dollars
ALL CROPS 120,603 127,313 129,841
Corn A : ' J28,075 . 38,056 - " 31,618
Tobaceo ;. 22,664 21,105 L 23,123
Souybeans 15,176 o 13,520 . 19,304
Wheat ‘ | 4,522, 4,899 . 5,189 -
Apples ’ Co 4,118 3,752 3,904
Tomatoes : . 3,586 . o 4,002 . 3,411
Hay . . . . 2,428 - 2,381 _ © 2,744
Cucumbers . . : . 2,688 . 2,411 ’ n 2,486
© Barley - . o 1,801 L . 1,845 - - - . 2,019
Snap beans . - . ©. 2,032 2,459 = 2,013
‘Peaches . ’ ’ 1,504 o 2,052, o 1,870
Sweet corn - : ’ . 1,934 1,895 - 1,600
Asparagus = - . L . 1,177 - 1,122 . 1,341
Sweetpotatoes ] P 1,217, T 1,054 - . 1,184
Green peas o . . 1,816 . - 1,101 1,082
Mushrooms . ] . . o . 871 - E 1,027 . 1,027
Watermelons o o 1,340 N . 1,430 . 1,019
Potatoes : ‘ : ' 763 ‘ 783 795 . .
Strawberries . : . , . 504 . ‘ 524 .0 645
Spinach oo L 827 ' ’ 622 ) : §90
Cantaloups ] L . 269 " 273 323
Lima beans o 412 ..178 289
Other vegetables 3/ 3,132 S . 2,893 3,168
Other field crops 4/ ) . . 891 755 . ‘ ' 877
Other fruits §/ : . 486 B . 429 : 422
Total field crops 6/ o 78,408 . . - 85,125 - 87,832
Total vegetables and melons 7/ * - . - 18,913 . ’ 18,383 S ; 17,322
Total fruit 8/ - : 6,612 - ' 6,757 ‘ 6,841 .
Forest products 9/ . ’ o - 4,123 4328 4,254
Creenhouse and nursery : : i . . 12,547 ) E 12,925 ° ' . 13,542
LIVESTOCK AND PRODUCTS . 266,866 o 266,211 ' ’ © 266,696
Broilers E o 114,060 o 107,1300 © . 103,719
Dairy products . . . ) . 96,426 : ~ 100,732 - 103,540
Cattle and calves - ) 28,396 ‘81,338 33,947
Eogs -18,757 13,994 . 11,979
Hogs : : . 10,969 10,084 - : 10,562
Faxm chickens ’ T o 722 . 758, . L 703
Honey N 400 ' B2 ¥ ‘ 293
Turkeys o o 413 - © 204 253
Sheep and lambs ’ ’ ) : . ..243 - o 1249 K T219
Wool. . 48 - L .81 ) 36
Other 10/ - : 1,432 . : 1,380 1,445
ALl commodities : . 387,469 ' . 393,524 - .. 396,537
Covernment payments - ' . 8,602 . - 7,986 A 6,307
Total receipts , . 396,071 . 491,510, ¢ 402,844

1/ Revised. 2/ Preliminary. 3/ Beets, broccoli, cabbage, kale, peppers, and others. 4/ Rye, oats, lespedeza
sced, rod clover seed, popcorn, and miscellaneous crops. 5/ Miscellaneous fruits, berries, and nuts. 6/ Includes
potutocs, sweetpotatoes and mushrooms. 7/ Ixcludes potatoes and sweetpotatoes. 8/ Tncludes strauberrics. 9/
Inclisdes maple sugar and sirup. - 10/ Miscellaneous livestock and poultry, and livestock and poultry products,
beaswax, horses and wules. .
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APPENDIX J

-~Cash receipts: Percehtage distribution by commodity groups,
Maryland, 1969-71

Percent of total cash receipts

Commodity : - ;
: : - 71989 1/ : 1970 1/ 5 1971 2/

Broilers 28.7 26.7 25.7

Dairy products 24.3 25.1 25.7

Field crops 3/ S14.1 15.9 16.1

. Cattle and calves 7.2 7.8 8.4
Tobacco 5.7 5.8 5.7

Vegetables and melons 4/ . 4.8 4.6 4.3

Creenhouse and nursery 3.2 T 8.2 "8.4

Eggs " 3.5 3.5 3.0

Hogs 2.8 2.5 2.6

Fruit'5/ 1.7 1.7 1.7

Government payments 2.2 2.0 1.6
Other products 6/ - 1.8 1.7 1.8

100.0 S 100.0. L 100.0

1/ Revised. 2/ Preliminary. 3/ Includes potatoes, sweetpotatoes and mushrooms. Excludes tobacco. 4/ Excludes
‘potatoes and sweetpotatoes. 5/ Includes strawberries. 6/ Forest products, turkeys, fam chickens, sheep and '
lambs, honey, beeswax, wool and miscellaneous livestock and poultry and livestock and poultry products.
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APPENDIX L

MARYLAND LAND USE [958 — 1967
WITH PROJECTIONS TO 1986, (ACRES)

‘ ‘ MARYLAND
' . 6,318,965

. ; ™.

& .
3N
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Non Inventory Land
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L oo e o Pasture Land

FROM CNI
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APPENDIX N

PASTURE FOR MARYLAND, AND BY
REGIONS, 1958 — 1967, WITH
PROJECTIONS TO 1986

»
)

- O
O
(@}
o

- O
(@]

600
}

37,225
43798
28,510
1958
1967
SR 57749
' 1986
39712
32392

':.3.f§;é.;01!i EXLENIIS

281,426

103,649

92,500
86,570

- - T
oo UNL
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FOREST LAND FOR MARYLAND, AND BY
REGIONS, 1958 — 1967, WITH
" PROJECTIONS TO 1986
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APPENDIX P

OTHER' LAND FOR MARYLAND, AND BY
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APPENDIX R

THE LAND-CAPABILITY CLASSIFICATION

The standard soil-survey map shows the different kinds of soil that are signi-
ficant and their location in relation to other features of the landscape,
These maps are intended to meet the needs of users with widely different
problems and, therefore, contain considerable detail to show important btasic
soil differences,

The information on the soil map must be explained in a ﬁay that has meaning

to the user, These explanations are called interpretations. The capability
classification is one of a number of interpretative groupings made primarily
for agricultural purposes. As with all interpretative groupings, the capabil-

ity classification begins with the individual soil-mapping units, which are

building stones of the system. In this classification the arable soils are
grouped according to their potentialities and limitations for sustained pro-
duction of the common cultivated crops that do not require specialized site
conditioning or site treatment. Nonarable soils (soils unsuitable for long-
time sustained use for cultivated crops) are grouped according to their
potentialities and limitations for the production of permanent vegetation
and according to their risks of soil damage if mismanaged,

The individual mapping units on soil maps show the location and extent of the
different kinds of soil, Mapping units permit making the greatest number of
precise statements about the individual soils and predictions about their use.
and management, The capability grouping of soils is designed to (1) help
landowners and others use and interpret the soil maps, (2) introduce users

to the detail of the soil map itself, and (3) make possible broad generaliza-
tions based on soil potentialities, management problems, and limitations in
use, :

The capability classification provides three major categories: (1) capability
unit, (2) capability subclass; and (3) capability class. The first category
is the capability unit, which is a grouping of soils that have about the same
influence on production and responses to systems of management of common
cultivated crops and pasture plants. Soils in any one capability unit are
adgpted to the same kinds of common cultivated and pasture plants and require
similar alternative systems of management for these crops. Longtime estimated
yields of adapted crops for individual soils within the unit under comparable
management do not vary more than about 25 per cent,

The second category in the classification is the subclass. This is a group-
ing of capability units having similar kinds of limitations and hazards.
Four kinds of limitations or hazards are recognized: (1) Erosion hazard,

(2) wetness, (3) root zone limitatioms, and (4) climate. Climate is not
considered to be a limiting hazard in Maryland,

The third and broadest category in the capability classification places all

the soils in eight capability classes. The risks of soil damage or limita-
tions in use become progressively greater from class I to class VIII. Soils

57



in the first four classes are capable under good management of producing
adapted plants, such as forest trees, and the common cultivated field crops

" and pasture plants, Soils in classes V, VI, and VII are suited to the use"

of adapted native plants., Some soils in classes V. and VI are also capable
of producing specialized crops, such as certain fruits and ornamentals, and
even field and vegetable crops under highly intensive management involving
elaborate practices for soil and water comservation. Soils in class VIIT -
do not return on 81te beneflts for 1nputs of management of crops, grasses
or trees, - .

The grouping of soils into capability units, subclasses, and classes, is
done prrmarmly on the basis of their capability to produce common cultivated-

crops and pasture pTants without deterioration over a long period,  To express

Su1tablllty of the soils’ for woodland use, the soil-mapping units are grouped
lnto voodland sultablllty groaps. . o

In this Invedtory, 50113 are summarized only accordlnw to capablllty class
and capablllty subclass, but not by capahlllty unlts.

CAPABILITY CLASSES

Land suited for cultivation and other uses

Class I - Soils in class I have a few limitations that restrict their use,

Soils in this class. are suited to.a wide range -of plants and may be-used
saFelv ’or cultlvated crops, pasture, range, woodland, and wildlife, The
soils are nearly 1eve1,-/ and erosion hazard (wind or water) is low. They
are deep, generally well dralned and easily worked, _They hold water well.
and are either falrly well supplled with plant nutrlents or highly respon51ve
to 1nputs oL fertlllzer. . :

The?soi}S‘ih'élass'I are not subject to damaging overflow, They are produc-
tive and suited for. intensive cropping. The local climate must . be favorable
for growing many of the common field crops. -

Soils ‘that are wet and have slowly or very slowly permeable sub501ls are not
placed in class I, . .

Soils in class I that are used for crops need ordinary management practlces
to malntaln product1v1ty-—both soll fertility and soil structure. Such
practlces may include the use of one or more of the following: fertilizers
and lime, cover and green-manure crops, conservation of crop residues and
animal manures, and sequences of adapted crops,

1/ Some rapidly permeable soils in class I méy have .gentle slopes.




1

Llass II - Soils in class II have some limitations that reduce the choice of
plants or require moderate conservation practices, : ’

Soils in this class require careful soil managenent, including conservation
practices, to prevent deterioration or to improve air and water relations
when the soils are cultivated, The limitations are few and the practices
are easy to apply. The soils may be used for cultivated crops, pasture,
range, woodland, or for wildlife food and cover,

Limitations of soils in class II may include, singly or in combination, the
effects of (1) gentle slopes; (2) moderate susceptibility to wind or water
erosion, or moderate adverse effects of past erosion; (3) less than ideal
soil depth; (4) somewhat unfavorable soil structure and workability; (5)
occasional damaging overflow; (6) wetness correctable by drainage but exist-

‘'ing permanently as moderate limitation,

The soils in this class provide the farm operator less latitude in the choice
of either crops or management practices than soils in class I, They may also
require special soil-conserving cropping systems, soil conservation practices,
water-control devices, or tillage methods when used for cultivated creps.

For example, deep soils of this class with gentle slopes that are subject to
moderate erosion when cultivated may need one of the following practices or
some combination of two or more: terracing, stripcropping, contour tillage,
crop rotations that include grasses and legumes, vegetated water disposal
areas, cover on green manure crops, stubble mulching,fertilizers, manure and
lime, The exact combinations of practices vary from place to place, depend-
ing on the characteristics of the soil, the local climate, and the farming -
system, '

cl I - Soils in class III have severe limitations that reduce the choice
of plants or require special conservation practices, or both.

Soils in class III have more restrictions than those in class II, and when
used for cultivated crops, the conservation practices are usually more ,
difficult to apply and to maintain, They may be used for cultivated crops,
pasture, woodland, range, or for wildlife food and cover. '

Limitations of soils in class III restrict the amount of clean cultivation;
timing of planting, tillage, and harvesting; choice of crops; or a combina-
tion of the following: (1) moderately steep slopes; (2) high susceptibility
to water and wind erosion or severe adverse effects of past erosion; (3)
frequent overflow accompanied by some crop damage; (4) very slow permeability
of the subsoil; (5) wetness or some continuing waterlogging after drainage;
(6) shallow depths to bedrock, hardpan, fragipan, or claypan that limits the
rooting zone and the water storage; (7) low moisture-holding capacity; (8)
low fertility not easily corrected.
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When.cultivated, many of the wet, slowly permesable but nearly level soils in
class III require a drainage system and a cropping system that maintains or

impzroves the structure and tilth of soil, To prevent puddling and to improve

permeability, it Is commonly necessary to supply organic material to such
soils and to avoid working them when they are wet, Each distinctive kind of
soil in class III has one or more alternative combinations of use and prac-
tices required. for safe use, but the number of practical altematives for
average farmers is less than for soils in class II, ‘

Class IV - Soils in class IV have very severe limitations that restrict the
choice of plants, require very careful management; or both,

The restrictiems in use for these soils are greater than those in class III,
‘and the choice of plants is more limited, When these soils are cultivated,
more careful management is required and conservation practices are more
difficult to apply and maintein, Soils in class .IV.may be used for crops, -
pasture, woodland, range, or for wildlife food and cover,

Soils in class iV may be weL1 suzted to. only two ‘or three of the common crops

or the amount of harvest produced may be low in velation to inputs over a
“long perxodg Use for cultivated crops is limited as a result of the effects
of one or more permanent features such as (1) steep slopes, (2) severe sus-
ceptibility to water or wind erosion, (3} severe effects of past erosionm,
(4) shallow soils, (5) low.moisture-holding capacity, (6) frequent overflows
accompanied by severe crops damage or (7)- K“esaive wetness witn continulng
hazard of waterloggxng after drainage.:‘~ - ey ,

Many leang ‘soils in class IV in humid regzems ave -suited for occasional
but not . regular cultxvatlon, Some .of the p@@riy drained, nearly level soils.

placed in class IV are not subject to érosion but are p@o"ly suited to inter-

tilled crops because of the time required for the soil to dry out in the -
spring and because of.low productivity. for cultivated. €rops, - Some soils-in
class IV are well euzted to one or moxe oOf the special crops, such as fruits

and ornamental trees and shrubs, but this Shit&bl‘&ty itself is not sufficient

to place a 3011 in elass IV,

'3

Land limited in use*-genergllx t suited for cultivation

£lags V = Spils in class V have little or no erpsion hazard but have other
limitations that are impractical to remove, that limlt their use largely to
pasture, range, woodland, or’ wildlife food and cover,

Soils in this class have'llmitatlons that restrlct the kind of plants that
can be grown and that prevent noxmal tillage of cultivated crops., They are
nearly level but some are wet, are frequently overflowed by streams, are
stony, or have some combination of these limitatioms, Examples of class V
are (1) soils of the bottom lands subjeckt to frequent overflow that prevent
the normal production of cultivated crops, (2) level or nearly level stony
or rocky soils, and (3) ponded areas where drainage for cultivated crops is
not feasible but where scils are suitable foxr grasses or trees, Because of

60




these limitations cultivation of the common crops is not feasible but
pastures can be improved and benefits from proper management can be expected.

Class VI - Soils in class VI have severe limitations that make them generally
unsuited for cultivation and limit their use largely to pasture or range,
woodland, or wildlife food and cover,

Physical conditions of soils placed in class VI are such that it is practical
to apply range or pasture improvements, if needed, such as seeding, liming,
fertilizing, and water control with contour furrows, drainage, ditches,
diversions, or water spreaders., Soils in class VI have continuing limitations
that cannot be corrected, such as (1) steep slopes, (2) severe erosion hazards,
(3) effects of past erosion, (4) stoniness, (5) shallow rooting zone, (6) ex-
cessive wetness or overflow or (7) low-moisture capacity, Due to one or more
of these limitations these soils are not generally suited for cultivated

crops, But they may be used for pasture, range, woodland, or wildlife cover
or some combination of these,

Some soils in class VI can be safely used for the common crops provided un-
usually intensive management is used. Some of the soils in this class are
also adapted to special crops such as sodded orchards, blueberries, etc.,
requiring soil conditions unlike those demanded by the common crops. Depend-
ing upon soil features and local clxmate, the soils may be well or poorly
suited to woodlands,

Class VII - Soils in class VII have very severe limitations that make them
unsuited for cultivation and that restrlct their use largely to grazing,
woodland, or wildlife, :

Physical conditions of soils in class VII are such that it is impractical to
apply such pasture or range improvements as seeding, liming, fertilizing,
and water-control measures such as contour furrows, ditches, diversions, or
water spreaders, Soil restrictions are more severe than those in class VI
because of one or more continuing limitations that cannot be corrected, such
as very steep slopes, erosion, shallow soil, stones, wet soil, or other
limitations that make them unsuited for common cultivated crops, They can
be used safely for grazing or woodland or wildlife food and cover, or some
combination of these under proper management,

Depending upon the soil characteristics and local climate, soils in this
class may be well or poorly suited to woodland. They are not suited to any
of the common cultivated crops; in unusual instances, some soils in this
class may be used for special crops under unusual management practices,

Scme areas of class VII may need seeding or planting to protect the soil and
to prevent damage to adjoining areas.

Class VIII - Soils and landforms in class VIII have limitations that preclude

their use for commercial plant production and restrict their use to recrea-
tion, wildlife, water supply, or aesthetic purposes.
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Soils and landforms in class VIII cannot be expected to return significant
on site benefits from management for crops, grasses, or trees, although
benefits from wildlife use, watershed protection, or recreation may be
possible,

Limitations that cannot be corrected may result from the effects of one or
more of the following: (1) erosion or erosion hazard, (2) wet soil, (3)
stones, or (4) low mvisture capacity, and (5) salinity,

Rock outerop, sandy beaches, river wash, tidal marshes, mine ‘taillngs, and
other nearly barren lands are included in class VIIL. It may be necessary
to give protéction and management for plant growth to soils and landforms in
class VIIT in order to protect other more valuable soils, to control water,
or for w11d11fe or aesthet1c Teasons,

bility Subelas

Cs

Subclasses are groups of capability units within classes that have the same
kinds of dominant limitations for agricultural use as a result of soil and
climate, Some soils are subject to erosion if they are not protected, while
others are naturally wet and must be drained if crops are to be grown, - Some,
soils are shallow or droughty, or have other soil deficiencies. The three
kinds of limitations recognized in Maryland at the subclass level are: risks
of erosion, designated by the symbol (e); wetness, drainage, or overflow (w);
root=zone limitations (s); the class and subclass provide the map user infor=.
mation about both the degree and kind qﬁ 1imitation., Subclasses are not
recognlzed in canablllty class I, S

Subclass (e) erosion is made up of s0113 where the SuSCEPtlbillty to erosion
is the dominant problem or hazard in their use, Erosion susceptibility and
past eros1on damage are the maJor soil factors for placing soils in this sub-
class, '

Subclass (w)_ excess water is made up of soils where excess water is the
dominant hazard or limitation on their use, Poor soil drainage, wetness,
high water table, and overflow are the criteria for determinlng which SOllS

belong in this subclaas.

Subclass {s) soil limitations in the root zone 1s made up of soils where

_root~zone limitations are the dominant hazard or limitations in their use.
These limitations are the resulus of such factors as shallow soils, stoniness,
low moisture-holdxng capaCLty, low fertility difficult to correct.

Subclass (c) climate limitation is made up of soils where the climate (tempera~-

ture and lack of moisture) is the only major hazard or limitation in their use.
Subclass {(c) is not used in Maryland,

Limitations imposed by erosion, excess water, shallow soils, stones, low
moisture~holding capacity, can be modified or partially overcome; The
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dominant kind of limitation or hazard to the use of the land determinés the
assignment of capability units to the (e), (w), and (s) subclasses,

Where two kinds of limitation which can be modified or corrected are essen-
tially equal, the subclasses have the following priority: (e), (w) and (s).
For example, we need to group a few soils in humid regions that have both an
erosion hazard and an excess water hazard; with them the (e) takes precedence
over the (w); with soils having both an excess water limitation and a root-
zone limitation the (w) takes precedence over the (s).
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APPENULX 8

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND MENTAL HYGIENE .. -

Before any person may install & water supply, 'seyszera.ge or refuse
disposal system for public use, he must ebtain a P?zr'mit‘f.-r}on}qhhe St:.:e -
Departmc‘nt of Health, Annotated Code of Maryland, Article 43, § 394 (1971

Replacenmoent Volume), Morcover, before a purmil may be issuet.]_for a
Jandiil refuse disposal 'sysﬁtsm unter § 394, there must be a pubh_c hear-
ing on the application,  Annotated Code of Maryland, Article 43, § 39441971
Replacenent Volume). L , e

The hearing, however, required in connection with a lan d'fill permit
could be consolidated with other land use hearings even if that hearing was
held under the auspices of the Department of Natural Resburces. Section
394A of Article 43 requires only that a hearing be held. An executive order
directing that such a hearing take place in conjunction with other hearings
required for State land use permits would not be "inconsistent' with existing

.law. Therefore, while the Governor could not transfer the permit issuing
function of the State Department of Health and Mental Hygiene to a land use
agency created with the Department of Natural Resources without submitting
the executive order to the Legislature, he could consolidate any hearing re-
‘quired in connection with such permits. 4

_ General county plans for water supply systems, sewerage systems,
and solid waste disposal must also be submitted to the_Deparérhent of Health.
Annotated Code of Maryland, Article 43, § 387(b) (1972 Supplenient). Section
378(b) also requires, that a public hearing be held on these plans. Before the
State Department of Health can approve-any county plan, it must submit that
plan to the ""Department of Natural Resources 'whic;h shall advise the Depart-
ment of matters pertaining to water allocation, adequacy of industrial waste
treatment and the effect of proposed withdrawals and water discharges on
the waters of the State.'" Annotated Code of Maryland, Article 43, § 387C(c)
{(vii). This section, in effect, provides for consolidated procedures for - '
acquiring county sewerage system approval and water appropriation and
discharge permits. Additionally, it should be noted that the State Department
of Health is authorized to adopt regulations with re',s‘pect to'the approval of county
plans, including regulations which "[r]equire consideration of the present and
future density of population, size of the lots, contour of the land, porosity and
absorbency of the soil, ground water and variation therein ... " Annotated
Code of Maryland, Article 43, § 387C(e)iv). . '

 Water and Sewerage

While the April Memorandum :(pp. 9-10) did outline the general authority .
of the Department of Health and Mental Hygiene in this area, certain points bear
added emphasis since this authority is a most important one.

In Article 43, the Code expressly grants to the Department of Healt%'L and
Mental Hygiene broad regulatory powers, including, for example, the adoption

Letters dated April 16, 1973 and July 17, 1973 from John C. Eldridge..and
‘Avery Aisenstark to Governor Mandel, Subject: Present State Authority
Under Land Use Statutes ; ‘
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of regulations which "[ p] rovide for control, limitation or prohibition of instailing
or using individual or community water supply or sveWe'rag'ev systems", § 387C(c)(i),
and which '[a]uthorize the Department to approve or disapprove county plans ...
in whole or in part", § 387C(c)(ix). Furthermore, applicants for any building
permits or subdivision approvals must submit to the approving authority evidence
that water supply and sewerage systems and solid waste acceptance facilities are
* in conformance with the county plan. § 387C(d) 3-4. State and local zoning
ordinances, subdivision regulations, building codes, or other laws or regulations,
are not deemed limited or superseded by § 387C only if, and only to the extent
that, they establish standards which afford greater protection to the community's
health, safety and welfare. § 387C(f). The Code also requires that before land
platted for subdivisions is put on the market or any permanent building erected, a
plat must be filed, together with proposals for supplying water and sewerage
service, with the Department for its review. § 396. "

Other provisions relating to the authority of the Department include § IF
of Art. 43 which provides, inter alia, that the Secretary of Health and Mental
Hygiene is to "formulate and promulgate ... rules, regulations and standards for
the purposes of prometing and guiding the development of the environmental,
physical and men tal hygiene services of the State.'" In addition, the Department
is required '"to make rules and regulations not inconsistent with law regulating
the character and location of plumbing, drainage, water supply, disposal of
sewage, garbage or other waste material and offensive trades. " §2. In § 228B
of Art. 43, the Department is given the authority to restrict designated areas
of the waters of the State, in the event of pollution, to the taking or storing of
shellfish. o

Air Quality Control

The Department of Health assumes general responsibility
for the jurisdiction over "emissions into the air and ambient air quality. "
Art. 43, § 690(b). The Department is to prepare and submit to the Secretary
of Health and Mental Hygiene, for his approval, regulations establishing standards
for each ofseveral designated areas. § 693 (b).. The Department is charged
with enforcement of the standards, utilizing local services 'to the maximum
extent pos s'ible”. - § 693Yc). Cert"é.in additional powers are provided for in the
event of an air pollution emergency. § 696. Specific factors to be considered
by the Board in the formulation of rules and regulations include "the residential,
commercial, or industrial nature of the area affected, zoxiing, « s e environmental
conditions, population density and topography of any area concerned'. § 697(c).
Provisions relating to violation notices, corrective orders and hearings are set
out in § 698 and to violations and enforcement in §§ 701 and 703.

Significently, the law also provides that the Department may require by
regulation that, before any person builds, alters, operates, uses, etc., "any article,
machine, equipment or other contrivence specified by such regulation the use of
which may cause emissions into the air, such person shall obtain a permit to do
8C or be required to register with the Department. " § 706.

‘ . Chapter 709, Acts 1973 (Senate Bill 798), effective July 1, 1973, amended
the subtitle "Air Quality Control" to "Ajir Quality and Noise Control'. While
this amendment establishes noise control as a policy of the State, and requires
the Department, with Board approval, to prepare regulations establishing
standards for noise abatement, proposed regulations are ineffective unless
approved by joint resolution of fhe General Assembly. § 693(b).
?
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AppENDIX T

The Department of -Natural Resources‘. :

" The Department of Natural Resources, exther d:.rectly or mdzrectly,
has Jurlsdmtmn over most State land use permits and licenses. Sediment
control, wetlands regula.tmn, water appropriation, and water discharge
are administered by the Department of Natural Resources, The Department
of Forests and Parks, the Water Resources Administration, the Maryland
Geologzcal Survey, the Maryland State. Board of Well Dnllarl and the Bureau .
of Mines, all of which have certain. 1an& use author1ty, are also under the
jurisdiction of the Department of Natural Resources. - Annotated Code of -
Maryland, Artlcle 41 § 233 (1972 Supplement) o

'I'he‘ Secretary of Natural Resources has broad dzscret:on with respect '

to thev programs and activities administered by the Departm.ent. - He may
tra.nsfe1 any functmn or activity within his jurisdiction to ano’&her agency’
or department wuhm his jurisdiction "for.the purpose- of increasing the

vefflcxency and economy of natural resources.administionin the State.”

An.lotatcd Code of. Maryla.nd Axticle. 41 §. 234-(c)\. He may also transfer to
hls own off:.ce any function carried. out by one.of the departments or agencies
of the Dcpartment of \Ia.tural Resources. This authority includes: ‘the right
to transfcr staff, funds and equipment; assacxated with the transferred actxv:nty.
Id. . .

. The Governor s a.uthomty to orga.mze the prmc1pa.l departments of
the State together with the Secretary of Natural Resources' broad power N
to reorganize the Department of Natural Resources promdes th‘ ‘necessary
authority for- establishing 2 land use board and for transferring‘to that
board the regulatory activities carried out by the different boards, de- . _
partments and agencies within the Department-of Natural Reaosurces. Be<
cause such a reorganization is authorized by emstmg statutes, 1t could be |
accomphshed without legislative: approval. o : '

' Sechment Control '

The Maryland‘Codepresently p‘r_ovid_es for extensive sediment controls

Tetters dated Aprll 16, 1973 and July 17, 1973 from John ¢. Eldridge and

Avery Aisenstark to Governor Mendel,’ Subjec“t present ‘State Authority
Under Land Use. Statutes




which are adininistered by the several soil conservation districls and
municipel and connty govermments. Section 106 of Article 96A of the
Annotated Code of Maryland (1972 Supplement) provides that any land
clearing, soil movement, or construction must be done in accordance
with written recommendations of the appropriate soil conservation
~district. And in Prince George's and Montgomery counties all utility
construction must be approved by the Washington Suburban Sanitary
Commission.. Annotated Code of Maryland, § 106(b), Article 96A (1964
Replacement Volume and 1972 Supplement). Similarly, under § 108 of
Article 96A the counties and municipalities are authorized to issue
‘building and grading permits. This section further provides that "[n]o
grading or building permit shall be issued until the developer submits

a Bradmg and scdiment control plan approved by the appropnate soil

. conservation district; and the developer certifies that all land clearing,
. construction and development will be done pursuant to said plan.’ Id.
~of § 108(3.) The soil conservation districts, counties and muncxpal
.governments :cgula.ting sediment control are independent, autonomous .
govermmental éntities. Annotated Code of Maryland, Article 66C §95,
They are not part of the executive branch of the State government and
not sub_]cct to executive orders. The Governor could not, therefore,
by executive order transfer the sediment control authority exercised by
thesc governmental bodies.

Although sediment control is regulated by the soil consemtion
districts and local governments, it should be noted that the ‘Secretary of

Natural Resources has a.uthor:.ty to supervise major land altera.txons
(l\rucle 96A § 105):

. In order to protect the natural résources of the
State, the Secretary of Natural Resources is

~ directed to adopt criteria and procedures to be
used by the counties and the local soil conserva-
tion dls‘tncts to.implement soil and shore erosion
control programs. Such procedures may provide

- for the review and approval of major grading,

sediment-and erosion control plans by the Depart-
ment of Natural Resources. (Emphasis supplied.)

Pursuant to this language, the Secretary of Natural Resources could require
major land development projects to obtain Department approval. The only
apparent limitation on the Secretary's authority is that he may review only
‘grading, sediment and erosion cont rol plans which he can reasona.bly deem
to be. "majoxr." : :

-Assuming that the Sécretary did promulgate rules and procedures for
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conemenine o oe band developimentar, appraval for wuch pliong could be

NRTTH .ﬁ vred o a board which reviewed other applivations involving land usa,
Since the suthority Lo 1nomullmlz~ (hes review procedurca is dlcretxonary,
the Secretary or the Governor could authorue any e:\.lstmg board to exercme
this function or cr eat:c a new board for such a purpose.

& Wetlands

.Lhc use of Maryland’s we 1
by the State,\ under § 721 of .Arhc
Kephceme it Volu.me) all &red‘a_“

ndsll vbzoth public and prlva.t:e a.re regulated

However, the Gover-
y b '__1ssue Wetla.nds
vrn@r subrruts -

; _the session. -

and hold such hearmos as h‘
Article 66C § 721. Since thé authority te
cretion of the. Secretary, Athe Sec

decide if issuance of the hcense is .m, lhe _of the State e “f
(Emphasis added.) Unilike the' Secretary‘s hea.rmg, this local hearmg appears
to be mandatory.” Nevertheless, there'is no reason why the Secretary could
not directithat his hearing, together with other hearmgs requued in connec-
tion with'the use of this land under his’ Jurlsdzctmn, ‘be consolidated mth the )
local hearing, - This would eliminate multlple hea.rmg while at the same time
fulflllmg all of Lhe requlrcments set forth 1n § 721., )




Pursnant 1o § 726 of Article 66C, every person, who praposcs to
conduct an activity upon private wellands not pormitted by the rules and
regulations promulgated by the Sccretary of Natural Resources, is re-
quircd to obtain a permit. In connection with the application for a permit,
the Secretary is required to hold a hearing "in the county where the land
is located on such application.' Annotated Code of Maryland, Article
66C § 726. The hearing required by this section could be part of a consol-
idated hearing involving all state land use permits involving the same property
so long as the consolidated hearing is held in the county where the land is
located. This consolidation can be accomplished by executive order witheut
submission to the General Assembly pursuant to § 234(c) of Article 41
which perimits the Secretary of the Depa.rtment of Natural Resources to trans-
fez functions and act1v1t1es.

‘e

Power Plants

Section 5A of Article 66C provides for a consolidated hearing for

purposes of water discharge and wetlands permits where the applicant is
- secking to construct a power plant. Upon receipt of notification from the
Public Service: Commission that an application has been filed for a certifi-
cate of public necess1t:y for the construction of a power plant iavolving the
use of private wetlands and/or the appropriation of State waters, the
Secretary Natural Resources is to consider that application as an applica-
‘tion for a permit for dredging and filling wetlands and appropriating or using
State waters.  Section 5A directs the Secretary to "complete such further
studies and 'in've,si:iga.tions concerning, but not limited to, the necessity for
dredging and filling at the proposed plant site and the water appropriation
or use ... " Annotated Code of Maryland, Article 66C § 54. The result

of these studies, together with a recommendation that a certificate be
granted, denied, or conditionally granted are presented by the Secretary

of Natural Resources or his designees at the hearing held by Public Service
Commission as required by Article 78. " Annotated Code of Maryland,
Article 66C, § 54.

In_addition’ to consolidated procedures for wetland and water discharge
permits, § 54B of Article 78 provides that all interested parties, including
the Department of Natural Resources, Department of Health and Mental
Hygiene, Department of Transportation, and Departinent of State Planning,-
may present information at the hearing required for a certificate of public-
necessity and recommend certain action based on the hearing. In effect,
this scction establishes a consolidated procedure for obtaimng State permits
necessary ‘for the’ constructlon of a power plant.
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Use of State Watexrs

_Any person who appropriates or uses State waters or who begins
to construct any "'plant, building or structure which may appropriate or '
‘use-any waters of the State' must first obtain a permit from the Depart-
ment of Natural Resources. Annotated Code of Maryland, Article 96:A‘ ‘
§ 11. In addition, under Section 26(b) a permit is required for the follow—
ing activities 1nvolv1ng the disposal of watér or waters into the v.ra.ters of

the State:

(1) .the discharge of any waters or wastewaters into the ]
waters of the State 1n violation v" “egulmwua L.u. uuuu.gaceﬂ o
by the . Department . : ‘ B
(2) the constructlon, -_1nstalla.t1on, modlflcatlon, extenslon, '
altera.tlon or opera.tmn of any dlspoaal system or. pant thereof; '

" (3) the increase in volume, temperature or strength of a.ny
. wastes in excess of the perm1ss1ve dlscharges speczfied
undexr any existing perm1l: """

(4) Lhc, constructwn, msta.llat:.on, or ‘operation ‘of any mdus—f"
strial,commercial or other ‘establishment or:any" modifxca.txon T
. ‘thereof-or addition: thereto, ‘the operatmn ‘of" wh:ch would

cause an increase in the d1scharge of wastes into the waters )
of the State or: othemse altcr the. physxca.l chen'n.ca.l ‘or b1o.."

. not already authorlzed

(5) thc constructlon or use -of any new outlet for the dlscharge »
of any waters into -the waters of the Sta.te. :

Annoteted Code of Maryl‘and, Article_96A,‘ §. 26(5'.),

‘The Department of Natural Resources is respons:.ble for the issuance
-of the permits required by §§ 11 and 26(b). Since this is an act:.vzty carried
out by the Department, the Secretary or the Governor could direct,’ pursuant
to their general authority to recognize the Department of Natural Resources,
tkat this authority be delegated to a land use board or other smgle agency
within the Department of Natural Resources. Co

Sectlon 15 of Art1c1e 96A of the Code requu-es the Depa.rtment af
Natural Resources to hold a public hearmg in connection Wwith the issuance

of a permit for the appropriation or use of State waters under § 11. So long

as this hearing is actually held, the Governor could, consistent with exist-
ing law, consolidate this hearing with other State land use hearings.

i 70



' The Code does not specifi cally provide for hearings in connection
witih the issuance of water discharge permits. Secction 25 provides, however,
that the Department of Natural Resources may hold such hearings as it deems
necessary. Annotated Code of Maryland, Article 96A, § 25(j). Any hearing
in conncction with the issuance of water discharge permits, then, are totally

- discretionatry and as such subject to consolidation by executive order.

Use of State Waters and Floodplains

As noted in the April Memorandum any person, including the State or

any political subdivision of the State, who appropriates or uses or who begins

to construct "any plant, building or structure which may appropriate or use any
waters of the Stat,e"-imust;‘ with few exceptions, first obtain a permit therefor
from the Department of Natural Resources. Annotated Code of Maryland, Art. 964,
§ 11, The burden is upon the applicant to "provide proof satisfactory to the
Department that issuance of such permit will not violate Maryland's water quality
standards or jeopardize the natural resources of the State.' Id. § 12 further
‘requires a permit in order, inter alia, to construct, repair or make any change
in any reservoir, dam or "waterway obstruction", or to make any change in the
course, current, or cross section of any stream or body of water, '"except the
tidal waters'. (The quoted exception was to have been eliminated by Chapter 416,
Acts 1967, but this amendment was since declared unconstitutional by reason of

a title defect. However, we do understand that the Commission to Revise the
Annotated Code proposes to correct the error in its revision of Article 66C.)

§ 13 contains specific rules pertaining to the Potomac River which require permits
for conduits, cables or other like devices. Finally, "[t]he Department, by
regulation, may designate interjurisdictional watersheds in which all impound-
ment proposals shall be subject to review and approval by the Department for
standards relating to safety and flood control." §12(c).

In order to f(llly a;.)precia.v te th‘e t1~'ueextent of is regul
- ’ : - this atory w .
wish here to ernpha, size that the term 8 bor power, we

"'waters of the State" i i
96‘A, is defined to include "[t]he flood plains of free-flowir;gawia‘;Z:: :; 1:1*::1‘31?
| mined by the Department on the basis of the 50-year flood frequency. " Coreu:—
quently, we find that the extensive regulations promulgated by the D‘epartme:t—
are applicable to floodplains as well as streams and other bodies of water.

The validity of these _regulations has more than once been upheld by the courts.

Pollution Abﬁtérﬁe nt

Together with the discussion of the use of State waters, the April Mem-
orandum also reviewed (pp. 7-8) the Department's authority over activities. involving
the ‘discharge or disposal of any waters or wastewaters into the-waters of the State. )
Art. 96A, §§ 23 _g{:__s_eif, subtitle "Pollution Abatement", § 24(e) of Art. 96A
expressly provides that "the floodplain of free-flowing waters on the ba;is of
a fifty (50) year flood frequency' is within the meaning of the term ''waters of
the State", as used in this subtitle. Consequently, construction and other °
activities in floodplain areas may also be regulated under the State's Pollution
Abatement Law and the standards and regulations promulgated thereunder.
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Chapter 739, Acts 1973 (Senate Bill 1075) has substantially revised this
subtitle, effective Julyl, 1973. The new amendment provides, inter alia, for
additional proscriptions and sanctions apphcable to the creation of unlawful
pollution conditions together with a general expansion of the Water Resources -
Administration' s authonty in th1s area. § 26 as amended w111 now provzde as
follow5~ A S e, . .

" "(a) Except as in compliance with the provisions of
this subtitle, and any rules and regulations promulgated
hereunder, it is unlawful for any person to d1s charge any
pollutant :mto the waters of the State.

"(b) Notmthstandmg subsection (a) of this section,
any person intending to construct, install, mod1fy, extend,
“alter, or operate any industrial commercial or recreat::.onal
facility or dlsposal system or any State- owned treatment
- -facility or any other outlet, or estabhshment the operatmn of
which would resultin or be capable of causmg a discharge of
'~ pollutants or an increase in the dlscha.rge of pollutants into
the waters of the State, must ‘obtdin a perm1t from the R
Administration. The Administration’ may require a chscharg@ .
permit from any other acthty by rule or regulatmn. L (Emphasm
added ) T :

;_. e s an

: .
. .LJ\LL c&u U.I. .

-t

' h\r the nnrnn -nf- o :f-v-q-;s mal-hnﬂ"

'_ o1nce the Bureau £ Mi

Mlnes .

transferred from the Bureau‘ to a.land use board or other aggency within the
Department pursua.nt to the Secreta:ry s authorlty to transier functions and
activities w1th1n the Dcpartment. R =

Presently no. statute req\nres a hearmg in connectzon w1th the 1ssua.nce i

of a mmmg permit, although the Burea.u does have power to .promulgate rules

and regulations: ' Beca.use there is no sta.tutory hearing requirement, any
hearing conducted pursuant to the’ Bureau‘s rule. makmg power could, by.
executive order, be'consolidated with other hearmgs requ:.red w1th respect
to the use of the partu:ula.r tract of land.’ .

Ga's and Oil

e e 'Sectmn—(ﬂ'i -of- Artlcle 66C- requlres any person who dr:.lls for gas or
oil to first obtaln a permit from the Maryland Geological Su.rvey. _ LJ.ke the
Bureau of Mines; this agency is under the Department of Natural Resources-
and therefore an executive order could transfer its authority to issue permits

to 2 land use board or other aganu,r within the Departmen.t of Natural Resources.



Section 681(e) of Article 66C provides that “[o]n the fﬂmg of a petition
concerning any matter within the jurisdiction of the [Marylen& Geological
Survey, it] shall promptly fix a date for a hearing thereon ..." Section 681(e)
further provides that if the hearing relates to a permit for a well, the. hearing
is to be held inthe county or city where the well is to be located. Under the
authority of the Governor and Secretary to reorganize the department, this
hearing could be consolidated with .other hearings involving other land use
permits so long as the hearing takes .place inthe county or city in which the
well is to be located e

Woodlands and Forests

The administration of the State's forests, timberlands and woodlands

i vasterd in the Deprortment of Forests and Parks., Annotated Code of
Marylond, Article 66C § 390, The Department of Forests and Parks is
athorized Lo promulgate rules and regulations fo conserve, develop, and
improve the State woodlands.  In addition, the State is divided into several
distvict for estry boards which arc vesponsible for the local administration

of the State's woodlands, including the enfor cement of the rules and regulations

promulgated by the Department of I‘orests and Parks.

Under § 396 of Article 66C, any person who wishes to construct a
sawmill or other plant for the manufacture of lumber or other products, must
obtain a license. from the Department of Forests and Parks. ' In addition, § 396
requires cvery person who wishes to cut any woodlands to apply to the district
forestry board in which the woodlands are located for approval. Upon receipt
of the application, . the d:.stnct forestry board'is to examine the woodland and -
to advise in writing ‘the owner of the woodland, or his agent, as to the most
practical and satisfactory method of cutting the woodland covered by the
application and to give assent to do the cutting found best a&opted thereto, *
Annotated Code of Maryland 660 § 396(b)

Because the Department of Forésts and Parks is within the Department
of Natural Resources, the Secretary has the authority to transfer the act1v1.t1es
presently e*cermsed by this Department to another agency.

There is no prowsmn inthe present law for a hedrmg with respect to
a permit for the construction of a sawmill, but the Director of the Department
of Forcsts and Parks is authorized to provide for one if desired. Annotated
" Code of Maryland, Article 66C § 391, If 2 hearing were provided through
the Departrients rule thaking power, this hearing could be consclidated with
other hearmge required for other state land use permits.

As rioted, an owner or operator of forest property is required to submit
a plan f6¥ the management and development of his property to the district
forestry board for approval An appeal from the board's decision may be
taken to the Department of Forests and Parks and from there to the appropriate
circuit court. The initial administrative decisions could be transferred to
another agency within the Depart:rnent of Natural Resources so long as the
applicant has the same r1ghi: of appeal to the circuit court. Nor is there any
reason why the hearing associated with such applications could not be consolidated
with other hearings involving land use permits.
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